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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared in compliance with Articie
8 of the NYS Environmental Conservation Law, the State Environmental Quality Review Act, and
its implementing regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 617 (collectively, SEQRA). It has been prepared at
the request of the City of Rensselaer Planning Commission for the proposed Cottage Hill
Landings Residential Development {the Development) located in the City of Rensselaer,
Rensselaer County, New York.

The Action is the proposed development of a residential project on a 29.26%-acre site to be
known as “Cottage Hill Landings.” The project area is located along Cottage Hill Street and
Partition Street in the City of Rensselaer and is identified as Parcel Number 144.53-5-1 on the
City of Rensselaer Tax Map. The project site is currently undeveloped and contains a portion of
a capped former municipal landfill. The Development is proposed to consist of 130
two-bedroom and 43 three-bedroom apartments, totaling 173 apartment units within eight
multi-story residential buildings. As is discussed more fully in Section 2 of this FEIS, the City of
Rensselaer Common Council has stated that current zoning allows only owner-occupied units,
and that a further zoning amendment would be necessary to accommodate apartments.
Accordingly, the FEIS addresses the environmental impacts of both the owner-occupied and the
alternative apartment scenarios. The proposed action will have one access point from Partition
Street. The Development will be served by municipal water and wastewater systems. Land uses
in the vicinity of the project site can be characterized as urban/suburban residential.

i1 Procedural History

The following is a brief summary of the procedural history of the Development:

October 2004 —~ The Applicant requested a change of zoning for the project site from Land
Conservation (LC) to Planned Development District (PDD) to allow for the construction of
a residential development.

February 9, 2005 — The Planning Commission, upon referral from the Common Council,
issued a favorable recommendation for the proposed rezoning from LC to PDD.

March 2, 2005 — The Rensselaer City Common Council held a duly noticed public hearing
on the proposed rezohing to PDD, and subsequently determined that rezoning the
property to Multiple Family Residential (R-3) would be in the public interest.
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April 15, 2005 — The Planning Commission issued a favorable recommendation for the
proposed rezoning to R-3.

Viay 4, 2005 —~ The Common Council held a duly noticed public hearing on the proposed
rezoning to R-3.

May 18, 2005 — The Common Council passed a resolution approving the rezoning of the
project site to R-3, providing that “residential development on all of the lands being
rezoned will provide for a maximum of 180 owner-occupied units,” adopting a Negative
Declaration pursuant to SEQRA with respect to the rezoning and noting that the Planning
Commission would serve as SEQRA Lead Agency for the further review of the project.

August 8, 2005 - The Planning Commission designated itself Lead Agency for review of the
project, after circulating the project application and Environmental Assessment Form
(EAF) to all involved agencies, and issued a Positive Declaration of Significance for the
proposed action, requiring the Applicant to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS).

August 7, 2006 — After receiving and reviewing revised application materials from the
Applicant, the Planning Commission again issued a Positive Declaration, requiring
submittal of a DEIS.

September 11, 2006 - The Planning Commission initiated the SEQRA review process with a
Public Scoping Session.

October 10, 2006 - A Final Scoping Document was adopted by the Planning Commission.

May 15, 2008 - The Applicant submitted a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
to the Planning Commission, proposing the development of 150 owner-occupied
condominium units in four buildings, with the tallest building being eight stories, and 30
owner-occupied townhouse units along Partition Street. Access to the development was
proposed from both Partition Street and Cottage Hill Street.

October 14, 2008 - The Planning Commission accepted the DEIS as complete and
adequate for public review.

November 10, 2008 - A duly noticed public hearing on the DEIS was held by the Planning
Commission.

November 28, 2008 — The written public comment period on the DEIS ended.
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November 16, 2009 — The Applicant submitted a preliminary FEIS to the Planning
Commission, describing a revised project of eight three- and four-story buildings
containing a total of 173 apartment units, with access only from Partition Street.

December 14, 2009 — In light of the changes to the project, the Planning Commission
requested submittal of a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement discussing
the changes and their potential impacts.

March 9, 2010 — A Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (the SDEIS) was
submitted to the Planning Commission.

April 12, 2010 — The Planning Commission accepted the SDEIS as complete and adequate
for public review.

June 14, 2010 — A duly noticed public hearing on the SDEIS was held by the Planning
Commission.

June 28, 2010 — The written public comment period on the SDEIS ended.

February 14, 2011 — This Final Environmental Impact Statement was accepted by the
Planning Commission.

1.2 Organization of FEIS

This FEIS responds to substantive public and agency comments regarding the SDEIS for the
proposed project, including oral and written comments submitted to the Planning Commission
during the public comment period. It also incorporates responses to the relevant comments on
the original DEIS for the project.

The FEIS consists of this Introduction {Section 1.0), an identification of the comments received,
and responses to comments in the same organizational structure as in the SDEIS (Section 2.0),
and applicable revisions to specific sections of the SDEIS or, where relevant, the DEIS {Section
3.0). It is noted that general comments or opinions in support of or in opposition to the project
are included in this FSEIS, but generally no response is made to such comments. Copies of the
written comments and the public hearing transcript are included as appendices to this
document.



Cottage Hill Landings

Final Supplemental Envirenmental Impact Statement

In accordance with Section 617.9(b}(7) of the SEQRA regulations, this FEIS incorporates by
reference the SDEIS, accepted as complete by the Planning Commission on April 12, 2010, as
well as the DEIS accepted as complete by the Planning Commission on October 14, 2008 . 1t
should be noted that responses to comments received on the DEIS accepted in 2008 were
provided as Appendix H of the SDEIS and are provide in this document as Appendix C.

This FEIS will be issued and filed by the City of Rensselaer Planning Commission and will serve
as the basis for the SEQRA Findings of the Planning Commission, as lead agency, and other
involved agencies.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section addresses comments received during the SDEIS review period, which was held from
April 12, 2010, to June 28, 2010. Where applicable, comments are summarized or grouped
into subject categories and summarized to allow a single response to address similar comments
or guestions raised more than once.

Comments were received by the City of Rensselaer in written form and orally at the SDEIS
Public Hearing held on June 14, 2010. A copy of the Public Hearing transcript is included as
Appendix A and written comments on the SDEIS are included in Appendix B. Comments and
responses on the October 14, 2008, DEIS are included as Appendix C and were previously
included in the SDEIS.

Comments made during the public hearing are referenced by stating the individual’s name and
the page number of the transcript in parentheses at the end of the comment. For example, a
comment made by Mr. John Doe at the Public Hearing is referenced as “{John Doe, PH,
Transcript Page XX].”

The following individuals commented on the SDEIS at the Public Hearing:
o Dave Gardner, resident, 905 6th Street, City of Rensselaer
o William Sheidon, resident, Wilson Street, City of Rensselaer
o Greg Yonkers, resident, 119 Harrison Avenue, City of Rensselaer

o Antoinette Cristo, representative of Partition Street Development Corporation,
owner of neighboring property in City of Rensselaer & Town of East Greenbush

Comments received in writing are referenced by the commenter’s name, date, and comment
number (see list below). The following individuals commented in writing on the SDEIS:

Written Comments:

o Common Council President Harry Adalian letter dated 5/3/10
o Barton & Loguidice, P.C. (B&L) letter dated 5/24/10
o NYSDOT letter dated 6/14/10

o CDTA letter dated 6/17/10
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o Gregory Yonkers letter (undated)

o Barton & Loguidice, P.C.- C. Voss email dated 07/14/10
o City of Rensselaer Office of Fire Department 8/5/10

o City of Rensselaer Office of Chief of Police 8/9/10

o Barton & Loguidice, P.C. letter dated 8/9/10

Below are responses to comments raised by the public and involved and interested agencies
during their review of the SDEIS.
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General Comments

The following are responses to general comments concerning the project:

Comment G-1. | represent Partition Street Development Corporation who owns the
adjacent property. For the record, | just want to note that we were not notified of the
public hearing on November 10th, 2008. And my understanding was that the adjacent
property owners should have been notified of a public hearing. is that customary policy?
[Cristo-PH1, Transcript page 29]

Response G-1: The Lead Agency has confirmed that proper notification was provided in
2008.

Comment G-2. We own exactly 0.4 acres in the City of Rensselaer and the entrance off
of Partition Street where the planned project is right adjacent to our property line. And
on one side of the plans, it doesn't show it here, but on the landscape plan, it shows
there's trees that are planted right along the line. So what is the setback for that as -
what's the required setback for that? if there's trees planted all along that property line,
trees grow and, eventually, our entrance could be covered over with trees. So I don't
know. What is the setback, does anybody know, for the tree line? [Cristo-PH4,
Transcript page 31]

Response G-2: The City does not have a setback for landscaping. The closest tree is
approximately 10 feet from the center of the tree to the easterly property line.

Comment G-3. Now, the 0.4 acres is what's in Rensselaer, as | said. The adjacent
property line which goes from north to south, running north to south, is all - we are all in
East Greenbush, Town of East Greenbush, so | feel that a fence certainly should be put
up between the two property lines, especially if you're gonna have children there. If
you're gonna have 173 units, and | don't know, maybe you could have two children per
unit, there could e 346 kids...running between the properties and | just think something
needs to be addressed there where there could be an established boundary. | don't
know what kind of fencing or, you know, how they would want to do that. I think that's
important for the safety of the children in the project and certainly to not have anybody
infringe on our property [Cristo-PHS5, Transcript page 32].
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Response G-3: The issue of whether a fence should be added will be considered by the
Planning Commission during the site plan review process.

Specific Comments

The following are responses to comments relating to specific aspects of the project. References
in the headings are to the relevant sections as numbered in the DEIS and the SDEIS.

Section 2.0 Project Description

Comment 2.0-1. Are these units going to be owner-occupied or are they gonna be like

an apartment complex? [Gardner-PH1, Transcript page 23].

Response 2.0-1: The Applicant indicates that the project is currently planned as
apartments. It was previously planned to be owner-occupied condominiums and
townhouses. The impacts of both development scenarios are addressed in the FEIS.

Comment 2.0-2. The first question | wanted to ask is from what | gathered from this
information, this will end up to be low income housing and that shouldn't even happen
right there [Sheldon-PH1, Transcript page 25].

Response 2.0-2: If the project is developed as apartments, the Applicant states that
these apartments will be market-rate rentals. According to the Applicant, area
apartment market rates as of October 2010 ranged from $785 to $1690 per month.

Comment 2.0-3. Oh, | don't agree with going from owner-occupied to rental property.
Qur city has over 50% of rental property. We don't need any more. it's full. And you
know what? It's all grandiose, then all of a sudden, in 10 years comes Section 8. We've
seen it over and over and over, I'm just telling you 1 don't agree with it [Yonkers-PH6,

Transcript page 28].

Response 2.0-3: Comment noted. The Applicant contends that the existing zoning {R-3)
allows for multi-family dwellings. The Common Council of the City of Rensselaer has
stated that, in accordance with the terms of its approval of the rezoning of the project
site to R-3, future development of the property is limited to owner-occupied housing.
See also Comment 2.0-6 and Response 2.0-6. With respect to the reference to Section 8
housing, the City’s zoning law and site plan regulations do not reguiate the income

levels of the proposed occupants of a project.
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Comment 2.0-4. The City of Rensselaer population consists of over 50% rental property,

as a tax paying resident | believe we do not need any additional rental property. |
believe the City should seek more owner occupied residential development. My
reasoning for the aforementioned is people who purchase their own home usually have
something at stake and take pride in their property. | have witnessed over and over
again (in Rensselaer and other cities) neighborhoods decline in value and are not very
well kept up when a transition from owner occupied to rental occurs [Yonkers-1].

Response 2.0-4: The Planning Commission shares the concern over the high proportion

of non-owner-occupied housing in the City. Indeed, the City's Comprehensive Plan cites
the beneficial effects of hame ownership, noting that “[t]he 2000 Census reported that
51% of the households in the City of Rensselaer were renters. This particularly high rate
of renters and absentee landlords discourages personal investment in the city. Policies
that encourage home ownership will increase personal investment in the city, foster
neighborhood pride and cultivate property maintenance.” (City of Rensselaer
Comprehensive Plan, January 2006, p.13).

Comment 2.0-5. | am with the understanding the proposed development will be
partially funded with HUD funds? If that is true this development will most likely turn

into affordable housing units. Once again this city has its fair share of this and does not
need any more [Yonkers-2].

Response 2.0-5: The Applicant states that federal Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) funds may have been or may be requested for the project, but only under a HUD
program for market-rate rental units. The City's zoning law and site plan regulations do
not regulate the types of financing employed for any particular project.

Comment 2.0-6. | am writing in my capacity as Common Council President and as a

resident of the City of Rensselaer. | have recently had the opportunity to review the
above referenced Ordinance that was adopted in connection with the Project. The
Ordinance contained specific restrictions that were incorporated into the Ordinance,
More importantly Sections A and C of the Ordinance provided that a specific condition
of the rezoning of the property from LC to R3 was that the project was to have no more
than 180 owner occupied units. It is my understanding of that the proponent of the
project is now proposing apartments instead of the owner occupied town homes which
was an express condition within the approval of the Ordinance, The proposed
apartment use is not consistent with or permitted under the Ordinance.
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| would request that the Planning Commission rescind the acceptance of the
DEIS since it was based on an apartment use which does not comply with the Ordinance.
In addition, | would request that he Planning Commission take no further action on the
Project unless and until the Applicant for the Project submits a project that is fully
consistent with the Ordinance. The Applicant should not be allowed to disavow the
owner occupied condition of the ordinance since he did not object to such a condition at
the time of the adoption of Local Law #2 of 2005. If the applicant is dissatisfied with the
conditions in the Ordinance then they must apply to the Common Council for a
modification of the conditions within the ordinance. [Adalian -1]

Response 2.0-6. The Applicant believes that the subject property, which is zoned R3
Multi Family Residential, is permitted to include the development of apartments. The

Applicant believes that Local Law #2 of 2005, as referenced by the commenter, effected
the zone change alone, but did not impose a more restrictive limitation on the use of
the property, notwithstanding the expression of preference. The Applicant’s attorneys,
Stockli Greene Slevin & Peters, LLP, have offered a further response. If the Common
Council’s position is correct, and the Applicant’s position is incorrect, a further zoning
amendment would be necessary before the project could be developed as apartments.
Such a zoning amendment, however, could not occur until the completion of the SEQRA
process {including completion of this FEIS). This FEIS, accordingly, examines the
potential impacts under both the owner-occupied and apartment scenarios.

Section 3.1 Soils

Comment 3.1-1. | don't agree with the delineation of the proposing landfill. | don't know
who made the limits of the landfill when it was, if the DEC did it. In the report 1986, they
took it off the hazardous waste list. Why? Because they said they had significant
information that there was no leachate or no problems. | don't agree with that either.
There was hazardous waste coming throughout that property in the 50's, 60's, 70's and
anybody who lived then can tell you. Wherever that delineation is, and | believe it's by
the road and not by the next proposed project, | don't buy that either. | want some
more information [Yonkers-PH3, Transcript page 26].

Response 3.1-1: The limits of solid waste were determined by Chazen, which performed
a series of test pit explorations. Specifically, backhoe test pits were dug at the perceived
limit of waste (based on historic mapping and site topography), and the waste limit

determined from actual field observation by Chazen. The landfill was also the subject of

-10-



Cottage Hill Landings

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

a closure investigation performed for the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC). See the 1986 Report included as Appendix 9.3 of the DEIS.

Comment 3.1-2. In this report | downloaded today, it said that supposedly the capped
landfill is inadequate right now, doesn't have adequate two-foot cover and they
proposed to put the adequate cover on after start of construction of the project, which |
think that's stupid. If you have a significant landfill - this is number 10 in New York State
hazardous waste and you look up in the archives, Times Union, I'm not prepared to take
that out right now, but it's documented {Yonkers-PH4, Transcript page 27].

Response 3.1-2: The NYSDEC noted in correspondence to the property owner that the
soil cover was indeed inadequate. The owner should be required to provide adequate
soil cover, as approved in writing by the NYSDEC, prior to site plan approval. The site
was removed from the NYSDEC's Inactive Hazardous Waste Site Registry in 1986, after
the NYSDEC conducted extensive site investigations. See Section 3.1 of the DEIS and
SDEIS.

Comment 3.1-3. Whatever was completed of the required items, they have to address
certain leachate, perform inspections, conduct an explosive gas survey. Was it done on
the entire property or just one designated area? [Yonkers-PH8, Transcript page 29]

Response 3.1-3: As indicated in Section 3.1 of the DEIS/SDEIS, the NYSDEC has
requested that the landowner 1) address surface leachate seepage, 2) perform
engineering inspection documenting site conditions, 3} conduct an explosive gas survey,
4) delineate the limit of waste with respect to the planned development, and 5)
complete a survey of private domestic wells. The Applicant has stated that, to date, the
owner has completed items 1 through 4.

A survey (location) of residential wells is pending and should be submitted to the
Planning Commission prior to or concurrently with site plan review. Regarding leachate
management, the landowner had been exploring two options; discharge to the public
sewer system, and discharge to a surface water body. The Rensselaer County Sewer
District (RCSD) has denied the request to discharge to the RCSD’s sewer system and
suggested surface discharge under a SPDES permit. The NYSDEC will determine if on-site
treatment is required as part of the permitting process for a SPDES permit.
Correspondence from RCSD and the NYSDEC regarding their respective positions on
leachate management alternatives was included in Appendix B of the SDEIS and is also
included in Appendix D of this document.

-11-
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Comment 3.1-4. | would drill wells, monitor wells, in the whole area. | don't think that
was ever monitored properly when it was the landfill. | don't think DEC was ever near
the City of Rensselaer when it was a landfill. So if you want a complete analysis, do a
complete parcel, not just a section of it. it says the owner has to have a remediation
plan. Is that done? When is that gonna be completed? | would think you'd have to
remediate your landfill before you put any houses or anything on the property, not do it
after you build something [Yonkers-PH9, Transcript page 29].

Response 3.1-4: The NYSDEC completed a series of subsurface investigations prior to
de-listing the site in 1986. The site owner has completed 4 of the 5 elements required
for inclusion in a landfill remediation plan. See also Response 3.1-3

Comment 3.1-5. From Section 3.1, Soil and Geology (pagel9) of the SDEIS it states "The
property owner will be required to 1) address surface leachate seepage 2) perform

engineering inspection documenting site conditions 3} conduct an explosive gas survey
4) delineate the limit of waste with respect to the planned development 5) complete a
survey of private domestic wells”. Also a landfill remediation plan is required. The report
states, "The owner has completed many of the required items". My question is how
many have been completed? | believe ALL items should be complete before any
approvals are considered [Yonkers-3].

Response 3.1-5: See response 3.1-3. The owner has completed items 1 through 4. The
project owner is in the process of completing the final element of the plan. The
applicant agrees to submittal of the Landfill Remediation Plan as a condition of the
SEQRA findings, ensuring that the project will not move forward until the work is
completed. Certification that the Landfill Remediation Plan, as approved by the NYSDEC,
has been successfully completed should be required prior to Planning Commission site
plan approval.

Comment 3.1-6. Also in this section it states "Current issues relative to the landfill and

development on this site include surface leachate seepage, potential explosive gas and
adequacy of landfill cap thickness". Have all these issues been addressed? Most people
would agree the landfill should be adequately capped and seepage as well as potential
explosive gas issues be addressed. Again, all these issues should be complete before any
approvals are considered {Yonkers-4].

Response 3.1-6: See Response 3.1-3 and Response 3.1-5.

-12-



Cottage Hitl Landings

Final Supplemental Environmental impact Statement

Comment 3.1-7. Surface leachate seepage should be addressed. A letter from R.C.5.D.
#1 Administrative Director, Gerard Moscinski states the Sewer District "will not provide
the acceptance of such discharge”. Why would the City and D.E.C. permit the owner to

discharge the seepage into the Quackenderry Creek under a SPDES permit? What is the
analytical makeup of the seepage? Also stated in this section, "Development of the
project site will not increase the existing rate or quantity of leachate currently
generated from the landfill". How do we know that? Onsite treatment of the discharge
should be an automatic viable alternative [Yonkers-5].

Response 3.1-7: The applicant had been pursuing two options for discharge of the
seepage: discharge to the public sewer system and discharge to the surface water

feature. The Rensselaer County Sewer District subsequently denied the request to
discharge to the sewer system and suggested surface discharge under a SPDES permit.
The NYSDEC will determine if on-site treatment is required as part of the permitting
process. Correspondence from RCSD and the NYSDEC regarding their respective
positions on leachate management alternatives was included in Appendix B of the SDEIS
and is also included in Appendix D of this document. The analytical characteristics of
the seepage are set forth in Appendix 9.3 of the DEIS and will need to be addressed as a
part of the SPDES permit requirements.

Comment 3.1-8. Mapping of Former Rensselaer Landfill: Section 3.1.2 (page 19)
provides a brief narrative that outlines the former Rensselaer Landfill on the site,

however there is no description of the actual location of the landfill in this section of the
DEIS. There is also no cross reference to any figures or maps of the existing landfill
provided in this section. Slope maps provided in Figures 3.1-2; 3.1-3; and 3.1-4 do show
a boundary line believed to be the limits of the former landfill, but this boundary line is
not labeled as such. Additionally, map "SP1 - Existing Conditions Plan" provided in the
SDEIS does not show the boundary of the closed landfill. However, according to notes
on this map, this boundary was determined/delineated by the applicant’s engineer and
is not verified or supported by any NYSDEC documentation or other documentation.
Recommend that the applicant provide more substantial documentation and/or
mapping verifying the exact location of the former landfill boundary [B&L - Voss-1].

Response 3.1-8: The lead agency found the original DEIS to be complete on October 14,
2008 (“2008 DEIS”) and the SDEIS to be complete on April 12, 2010. The SDEIS includes
the 2008 DEIS by reference. Section 3.1 “Soils and Geology” of the 2008 DEIS (see page
3.1-5) included a brief history of the landfill operations. Consistent with
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communications with Barton and Loguidice, the SDEIS did not duplicate or repeat
information from the 2008 DEIS .

Appendix 9.3 of the 2008 DEIS includes a complete copy of “Engineering Investigations
at Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of New York — Phase Il Investigations-
Former Rensselaer Landfill, Rensselaer County, NY - NYSDEC Site No 442003 prepared
for NYSDEC Division of Solid Hazardous Waste by Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc.
December 1986 (“1986 Report”).

Figures 3.1-2, 3, and 4 depict slopes and soils and was not intended to depict the limits
of the closed landfill. As noted, the full-size site pfan documents (including SP-1) include
the limits of the landfill.

For the convenience of the reader, the following information regarding site history is
provided. The site was operated as a municipal landfill from 1957 to 1976. The site
reportedly received ‘residential refuse’ during that time. The referenced report
indicates that suspected industrial wastes may have been disposed of on site; however
no information on the character of wastes deposited on site were documented.
Investigative work completed as described in the 1986 Report included site
investigations, soil sampling, test pitting, a geophysical survey, installation of
groundwater wells, hydraulic conductivity testing, and analytical characterization of soils
and groundwater.

The 1986 Report concluded no contravention of water quality standards had occurred
and that the landfill was not impacting groundwater quality. As a result of the findings
of the report, the site was subsequently removed from the Inactive Hazardous Waste
registry by the NYSEDC.

The limits of the landfill were presented in the mapping included in the 1986 Report and
were verified through a series of subsequent test pit excavations completed as a part of
Geotechnical Investigation completed date and presented as Appendix 9.4 of the DEIS.
The limits of waste are subsequently depicted on Figures included in Appendix A of the
SDEIS.

As indicated in the NYSDEC correspondence, because the landfill ceased operation in
1976 the 6 NYCRR Part 360 (Solid Waste) regulations in effect from 1/1/73 to 8/28/77
govern the closure requirements. A ‘closure report’ was not required per the NYSDEC.
NYSDEC requirements pertaining to the landfill are outlined in correspondence from
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NYSDEC dated January 29, 2004, which is included in the DEIS and also is included in
Appendix D ‘Correspandence” of this FSEIS.

Comment 3.1-9. Description of Former Rensselaer Landfill: Section 3.1.2 (page 19)
provides a brief narrative that outlines the existence of the former Rensselaer Landfill
on the site. However this section does not provide any description of the landfill itself,
its use history or past remediation activities associated with the existing landfill. No
landfili closure report was included in the SDEIS. Recommend that the applicant provide
a more detailed description of the former landfill, its contents, operations, and eventual
closure activities [B&L Voss-2].

Response 3.1-9: See response 3.1-8.

Comment 3.1-10. Landfili Remediation Plan: Section 3.1.2 (page 19) notes that
guidelines for development on and near the landfill site will be developed by the

applicant in conjunction with NYSDEC and in accordance with a "Landfill Remediation
Plan Report” as per requirements from NYSDEC. According to information provided by
the applicant, this landfill remediation report is supposed to provide details on how the
applicant intends to remediate surface leachate seepage, and explosive gas migration
from the landfill to adjacent locales. However no "Landfill Remediation Plan Report" was
prepared by the applicant or include in the SDEIS. Recommend that the "Landfill
Remediation Plan Report" be made a part of the SDEIS as an appendix, and that issues
noted in that plan to address leachate seepage, and explosive gas migration be included
and fully described in the text of the SDEIS in Section 3.1.2. in addition, all
correspondence to/from the applicant and NYSDEC regarding the landfill, the "Landfili
Remediation Plan", and the landfill cover/cap should be included in the SDEIS as an
appendix. A copy of the NYSDEC's 1986 study pertaining to ongoing monitoring of the
landfill as noted on page 21 of the SDEIS should be included in the SDEIS as an appendix
[B&L Voss-3].

Response 3.1-10: See Response 3.1-8.

Section 3.2 Water Resources

Comment 3.2-1. This stormwater pond here, this is gonna be at the bottom of Cottage
Hill. Is there gonna be any kind of a fence or anything around that? There's a lot of kids
in our neighborhood. What's to keep the kids from going in there? [Gardner-PH2,
Transcript page 23].
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Response 3.2-1: The issue of whether fencing should be added around the stormwater

retention pond will be considered by the Planning Commission during the site plan
review process.

Comment 3.2-2. And another thing with the water runoff, that water's eventually gonna

wind up in that creek, correct? You guys can't plan for a storm like we had in 2008. We
had five inches of rain in a couple hours. We had seven feet of water in my house. He
had about eight feet of water in his house [indicating]. You can't tell me - you're not
gonna convince me that that little pond is not gonna - all that runoff is gonna not affect
our neighborhood even that far down the street from our house. When that water runs
into that pipe, eventually, it's gonna back up into our neighborhood. [Gardner-PH3,
Transcript page 23]

Response 3.2-2: All stormwater discharged from the stormwater retention pond will
pass through pipes and the twin 24-inch culverts under Cottage Hill Street and travel
overland through ditches and across private property to the Quackenderry Creek. The
pond has been designed to reduce peak runoff rates from the project site to less than
the existing condition. It should be noted that additional stormwater management
requirements will take effect on March 1, 2011, for projects that have not obtained
general permit coverage prior to that date.

Comment 3.2-3. | don't agree with so-called stormwater management that it's not
gonna have impact [Yonkers-PH2, Transcript page 26].

Response 3.2-3: Comment Noted. The stormwater pond has been designed to reduce
peak runoff rates from the project site to less than the existing condition.

Comment 3.2-4. | agree that that stormwater pond is questionable, but it remains to be
seen when the next storm comes {Cristo-PH6, Transcript page 33].

Response 3.2-4: Comment noted.

Comment 3.2-5. | and many other residents in the Hollow area have concerns about the

storm water runoff that the proposed development will create. This section of the city
has documented problems with storm water management (flooding} due to the
development which has taken place over the past two decades in the areas East and
North of the City line. We do not need more water runoff into the Quackenderry Creek
[Yonkers-8].

-16-



Coltage Hiil Landings

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Response 3.2-5: The stormwater pond has been designed to reduce peak runoff rates
from the project site to less than the existing condition, therefore the project will not
increase the potential for flooding in the area.

Section 3.3 Vegetation and Wildlife

No comments received.

Section 3.4 Culturai Resources

No commentis received.

Section 3.5 Transportation

Comment 3.5-1. Currently the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume on Broadway is

approximately 6,000 vehicles per day. The Cottage Hill Landings development, along
with the UW Marx Delaet's Landing development, will add considerable volume to the
Broadway corridor, approximately 500 trips entering and 1000 exiting during AM and
PM peaks respectively. Consequently, based upon the peak hour volume increase, the
daily volume will rise 10% - 15%. Accordingly, those that use the Broadway corridor
should expect to incur increased congestion and delays in the near future as the
Broadway reconstruction project does not include capacity related improvements. The
Cottage Hill Landings Supplemental DEIS states Delaet's Landing is still in the SEQR
process. We question this statement, as the FEIS for Delaet's Landing was completed
July 28, 2009 and the Findings Statement was signed and approved September 1, 2009.
[NYSDOT-1].

Response 3.5-1: The UW Marx application did complete a comprehensive evaluation of
the combined projects’ impacts on the transportation system. The EIS prepared for the
UW Marx project included this evaluation, prepared by SRF Associates. The comment
regarding completion of the Delaets Landing status is noted.

Comment 3.5-2. Related to the traffic growth, the UW Marx FGEIS incorporates the
Cottage Hill volumes into background growth projections, however, the Cottage Hill
Landings development does not include the Delaet's Landing volumes, under the
assumption that Cottage Hill will be completed within the next 2 years while the
Delaet's Landing will be phased over the next 10 to 15 years. While the UW Marx FGEIS
conveys that development will be phased, and will depend on market demand, phase 2
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(model town homes along the northern side of New Broadway} and phase 1 (marina and
the residential high rise along the New Broadway) are anticipated to be complete by
2013 - just three years from now. This is important to note as the increased traffic, and
the inherent additional congestion and delay, may not be as incremental as the Cottage
Hill supplemental DEIS suggests. [NYSDOT-2]

Response 3.5-2: See Response 3.5-1. Changes to project construction schedules are
noted and inherent in projects of this nature. The traffic study prepared by SRF
Associates as part of the UW Marx EIS examined the combined traffic impacts of the
two projects on a number of intersections. With respect to the intersection of Partition
Street and Broadway, the SRF report stated (at p.12): “The intersection operates at
average LOS “C” or better under existing, background, and future conditions with the
exception of the southbound approach which operates at LOS “D” during the PM peak
hour under full development conditions. The southbound approach is projected to
decline from LOS “B” to “D” during the PM peak hour and the northbound approach is
projected to decline from LOS “A” to “B” during the AM peak hour and from LOS “B” to
“C” during the PM peak hour between background and full development conditions.
This LOS change can be mitigated via signal timing adjustments/optimization to
maintain LOS “B” or better on all approaches.”

Comment 3.5-3. We recognize that Broadway is an urban corridor with little room for

expansion, and are also cognizant of the desire to create a walkable downtown
environment where residents have mode choices. In fact, the UW Marx FGEIS trip
generation data reduces the total number of peak hour trips by 5% through anticipated
transit use. However, we have recently learned that CDTA has discontinued their
Rensselaer Route 15 that traveled along Broadway.

One of CDTA's Planners / Travel Demand Specialists confirmed this route cancellation
due to poor ridership. It was conveyed that CDTA is aware of the UW Marx project and
has commented on the project through the SEQR process. CDTA staff met with UW
Marx representatives (September 2008) to discuss the possibility of serving the
development's residents/occupants with a shuttle that was to be partially funded by the
developer. Cur understanding is that subsequent meetings have not occurred and the
issue of transit serving the development is unresolved. We believe that this situation
warrants additional consideration, as one of the underlying premises of community
livability for this level of dense development is good access to transit, in addition to the
"loss" of the 5% reduction in peak hour trips. We strongly recommend further
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discussions with CDTA and UW Marx regarding initiating a shuttle service to downtown
Albany, as development and occupancy occurs, to help alleviate the traffic issue along
Broadway during peak hours [NYSDOT-3L.

Response 3.5-3: The applicant proposes to meet with CDTA representatives to support

the UW Marx request for transit services.

Comment 3.5-4. On a related note, how did UW Marx determine the number of parking
spaces needed for the riverfront development? Will the number of parking spaces
positively or negatively affect transit usage? Is it possible to phase the construction of

parking spaces as other construction is being phased? There will be less incentive to use
transit or other alternative modes if parking is plentiful. We recommend the City and
UW Marx collaborate with CDTC in finding the optimal number of parking spaces as well
as developing some Traffic Demand Management (TDM) strategies in anticipation of the
completed Delaet's Landing and Cottage Hill developments (CDTC has worked with local
municipalities in developing TDM policies). While CDTC does not currently have
recommended parking ratios they encourage communities to move away from parking
minimums to either parking maximums or the utilization of other innovative parking
management techniques [NYSDOT-4].

Response 3.5-4: Comment noted, and intended for UW Marx. No response required.

Comment 3.5-5. CDTC is currently wrapping up the Draft Schenectady Gateway study
being developed by the IBi Group, Inc. (a Linkage Study)}, which addresses parking in the
envisioned "Eco-District”. Some of the concepts surfacing from the draft include the
following:

o The amount of parking allocated in a TOD or other sustainable type development
is critical for a successful outcome as too little will inhibit development and too
much will impair the pedestrian environment.

o Within Schenectady's Eco-District, parking iocations will be identified and at these
various locations will be provisions for bicycle parking, car-sharing and electric
vehicle plug-ins. Addressing parking in this manner will lead to lower demand as
these alternatives paired with transit will translate into lower parking
requirements and accordingly cost savings for the developer.

o Schenectady's Eco-District is unique to the Capital District. Similar to "Complete
Streets", Schenectady's plan calls for a comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle
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network, inducting all the necessary infrastructure as well as regional connections
to paths, trails and transit systems [NYSDOT-5].

Response 3.5-5: The Applicant will entertain and recommend reduction in parking
during the site plan approval process.

Comment 3.5-6. The City of Rensselaer may want to consider developing a public

outreach effort to explain how the upcoming developments' peak hour volumes will
affect the Broadway corridor and discuss the various travel options that are available to
residents. in the end, if UW Marx, the City of Rensselaer and CDTA develop a transit
service to serve this new urban development, if parking is limited and is phased with
construction, and if the area residents are well-informed as to their travel options,
modes other than the single occupancy vehicle may become viable alternatives thereby
decreasing the level of congestion and delay along the Broadway corridor and making
for a desirable downtown living experience [NYSDOT-6].

Response 3.5-6: Comment noted.

Comment 3.5-7. Please be advised that changes to CDTA's route system require that the
number of people benefitting from the change be greater than the number that wiil be
inconvenienced. This coupled with the steep slope on Partition Street and the
constraints of the roads means it is highly unlikely CDTA will provide transit service to
the proposed development [CDTA-1].

Response 3.5-7: Comment noted.

Comment 3.5-8. Project plans involve construction of 173 residential rental units in 3-
and 4-story structures, and an estimated 464 residents. The plan proposes 260 parking
spaces, reflective of the zoning requirement for 1.5 parking spaces for every residential
unit in a multi-family structure. Due to the scale and density of the project, itis
anticipated that it will impact the transportation system in the area, including transit
[CDTA-2].

Response 3.5-8: Comment Noted. The project will increase demand for transit services.
As indicated in Response 3.5-3, the Applicant should work with CDTA to identify the
demands/impacts during the site plan review process.
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Comment 3.5-9. CDTA notes that the current site design provides access solely by

automobile. There are no sidewalks west of Partition and Cottage Hill Street, and the
site plan shows no sidewalk proposed along the site's access drive. One private access
road will connect the development to Partition Street at the easterly edge of the site, by
the current access point. Page 23 of the City's 2006 Comprehensive Plan says the city
should "Require that new streets, whether deeded to the city of privately maintained,
continue the established street grid. Cul-de-sac and dead-end streets should be
discouraged.” As the Short Term Guide of the City's Comprehensive Plan states, "The
grid street pattern provides excellent access and connectivity, not only for vehicles by
also pedestrians and bicyclists." Instead, the proposed design means that a typical
resident will need to walk one half mile to the nearest bus stop at the corner of Partition
and 3rd Streets. A former iteration of the project included an additional vehicular access
to the site at Cottage Hill Street. The current plan includes vehicular access from Cottage
Hill Street to a stormwater retention pond on the west/northwest side of the site, but
does not connect this access to the residential area [CDTA-3].

Response 3.5-9: Due to the topography of the project site, a street grid pattern is not

feasible. Additional sidewalks or connective trails should be incorporated into revised
site plans with guidance from the City. In this regard, the applicant should consuit the
City’s Comprehensive Plan, which encourages the enhancement of pedestrian, bicycle
and mass transit options.

Comment 3.5-10. CDTA strongly encourages the City of Rensselaer to require that the
developer:

o Provide vehicular access to the proposed development from more than one access
point, or at least a pedestrian and bicycle connection north-westerly from the
residential buildings to Cottage Hill Street to allow residents to access the bus stop
in about 0.25 mile.

o Install bicycle racks in accessible locations in all of the residential structures.

o Provide a continuous sidewalk connection along Partition Street and the site's
access drive(s), as well as stripe crosswalks across Partition Street in locations
where the sidewalk crosses the street [CDTA-4].

Response 3.5-10: The previous plan included access from Partition Street and Cottage
Hili/Wilson Street. The second access point was eliminated in response to public
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opposition. Bicycle racks and additional sidewalks should be incorporated into revised
site plans with guidance from the Planning Commission.

Comment 3.5-11. The last thing is this road at the bottom here, there's a stop sign

there. Right now, there's only a couple dozen houses up this hill. | bet you every day that
eight or nine cars go through that stop sign. You want to put 173 cars through that
intersection or a hundred cars? That ain't gonna work either. It's not the way to get that
traffic out of there [Gardner-PH4, Transcript page 24].

Response 3,5-11: The traffic impact study {TIS) modeled the noted intersection. The
report identifies that the existing two-way volume of traffic on Partition Street at the
proposed site entrance is 37 vehicles during the morning peak hour and 41 vehicles
during the afternoon peak hour. The forecasted traffic volume for the build condition is
estimated at 46 vehicles during the morning peak hour and 50 vehicles during the
afternoon peak hour. The intersection is expected to operate at level of service A, which
is an acceptable level of service. No improvements were recommended in the TIS

Comment 3.5-12. But on the other hand, at the bottom of the street of Cottage Hill
Road is my street and if they route the traffic over the other street, that's a lot of traffic.
If they route it down my street, when you park a car on my street, you're lucky you can
get a car down that street. And you know, like they said, most times - you got 173 units.
Well average a car and a half to each one. There's gonna be a lot more cars, and that's
true, that route there, Wilson Street, cannot accommodate all that, all them vehicles,
believe me when | tell you. Plus, we have a Little League field there and we have kids ail

over the place and that traffic will be murder. | just think that it's very bad as far as it's
bad now, so it's gonna get 10 times worse with that many vehicies [Sheldon-PH2,
Transcript page 25).

Response 3.5-12: The TIS distributed traffic generated by the project based upon the
original site development plan dated May 31, 2007. This plan provided site access in two
jocations, on Partition Street and Cottage Hill/Wilson Street with 90% of the site-
generated traffic accessing the site via Partition Street and 10% using Cottage
Hill/Wilson Street. The Cottage Hill/Wilson Street site access has been removed in the
revised site development plan, as such it is anticipated that up to 100% of the site
generated traffic will use the Partition Street access. See also Response 3.5-11)
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Comment 3.5-13. I'm speaking on my opinion. I'm totally against the project. | don't

believe the transportation issue is not gonna affect have no negative impact [Yonkers-
PH1, Transcript page 26].

Response 3.5-13: Comment noted.

Comment 3.5-14. The traffic plan that was noted on page 29 says there's going to be a
maximum of 10 cars additional. | don't understand that, because there’s 173 units and
I'm sure they're not all walking [Cristo-PH2, Transcript page 31].

Response 3.5-14: Section 3.5 Transportation relates that 80 to 100 peak hour trips may

occur as a result of project buildout. Because Cottage Hill/Wilson Street is no longer a point of
access for the project, the 10 vehicle (on average) that would have utilized Cottage Hill/Wilson
Street will now utilize the Partition Street access.

Comment 3.5-15. And | know there's not a public bus that goes up and down the road,
and | don't know if there is any proposal or anybody contacted CDTA to see if there was
gonna be any public transportation going up and down the whole area. That might be a
way to resolve a lot of traffic if CDTA was there. { know they stop at Third Avenue on
Partition Street, CDTA, but they don't go down the hill and up the hill [Cristo-PH3,
Transcript page 31].

Response 3.5-15: The Applicant has stated that it will reach out to CDTA representatives
to request transit service.

Comment 3.5-16. The stop sign at the bottom of the hill, should that not be a traffic
light to control the traffic better? Because if it's continuous traffic during the morning
hours, rush hours, the evening hours coming home, | could see a lot of traffic coming
through there and making it difficult for the people on Cottage Street and - 6th street is
the other one, right? So at that intersection, a better traffic control device, | think,
would be better [Cristo-PH7, Transcript page 33].

Response 3.5-16: See Response 3.5-11.

Comment 3.5-17. Under section 3.5, Transportation, | do not agree the approximate
increase in traffic will be 10 vehicles in peak hours. With the potential of 173 units to be

occupied the increase in traffic has to be significant? [Yonkers-6]

Response 3.5-17: Section 3.5 notes 80-100 vehicles during the peak hour condition.
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Section 3.6 Police, Fire, and Emergency Services

Comment 3.6-1. The amount of the units in the project and the number of Residents

would increase our call volume for both Fire and EMS [Fire Department 1]

Response 3.6-1: The Supplemental DEIS included a Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared by
Camoin Associates (Appendix G of the SDEIS). The analysis concluded that the increase
in expenses to the Fire Department will be offset in increase tax revenue to the City.

Briefly, the analysis does project an increase of Fire Department personnel expenses of $36,487.
{This estimate assumes that the population increase expressed as a percentage of the city's
population (5.35%) will have a corresponding budget impact. A 5.35% increase in staff costs
equals $36,487). Fire Department (and Police Department) expenses are accounted for in the
City’s General Fund. The analysis evaluates the overall impacts to the City’s General Fund and
concludes that there will be a net positive impact of $2,657 on an annual basis after accounting
for the increase expense to all General Fund line items including the Fire Department,

Comment 3.6-2. The close proximity and limited access to some of the buildings and the
Light Weight Construction, concerns the Fire Department strategies for suppression and
the safety of the residents and firefighters [Fire Department 2.]

Response 3.6-2: All structures will conform to NYS Uniform Building Code. Buildings

will be fitted with a sprinkler system and adequate water pressures have been
documented. All of the buildings have access consistent with the regulatory
requirements. The Fire Department concerns should be addressed during the site plan
review process.

Comment 3.6-3. Are the units going to have sprinklers and will the water supply be

sufficient [Fire Department 3.]
Response 3.6-3: See Response 3.6-2.

Comment 3.6-4. Will all the units have carbon dioxide detectors which are required
under the new laws? [Fire Department 4.]

Response 3.6-4: All structures will conform to NYS Uniform Building Code and will have

carbon monoxide detectors.

Comment 3.6-5. We need to know what type of heating units will have fire stops to the
roof to reduce fire spread. [Fire Department 5.}
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Response 3.6-5: All structures will conform to NYS Uniform Building Code and will be
fitted with fire stops per the code.

Comment 3.6-6. In looking over the site plan | was unable to clearly define hydrant

locations and the size of the water mains.[Fire Department 6.]

Response 3.6-6: Hydrant locations are shown on the Utility Plan Sheet SP 5 included in
the SDEIS. An 8-inch diameter water main is proposed.

Comment 3.6-7. In order to continue this type of service, it is my opinion that a facility

of this nature would in fact create the need to increase our staffing levels. [Police
Department 1}

Response 3.6-7: The Fiscal Impact Study completed by Camoin Associates assumes that
the City will add two additional Sergeant level police officers. A portion of that analysis
as presented in the SDEIS (Appendix G) is presented below for the convenience of the
reader.

Camoin Associates interviewed Deputy Chief of Police James Frankoski. Deputy Chief Frankoski
indicated that the police force does not currently have enough staff to meet the police needs of
the community, and indentified the need for 2 more officers at the sergeant level to meet
current service demands.

Camoin Associates asked Deputy Chief Frankoski to estimate, what if any, demands the Project
may place on the police force. The Deputy Chief estimated that the Project would require the
addition of two more Patrolmen to the police force. He said that no new special equipment
would be needed (the department currently has 8 marked patrol cars). Camoin Associates used
the estimate of 2 additional patrolmen to assume a “worst case” or highest cost alternative
when calculating the impact to police services. With a total uniformed police force of 26
officers, the addition of 2 patrolmen equates to a 7.69% increase in officers.

To measure the fiscal impact of the addition of two officers, Camoin Associates examined salary,
contractual expenses and equipment costs for the Police Department in the 2009-2010 adopted
City budget. A summary of increased costs is shown below.
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3
Contractual Expenses 3 6,281
Equipment 3 20,462
Total $ 124,357

Source: 2008-2010 City of Rensselaer Adopted Budgel.
Camuoin Associates

Total salary appropriation for all 18 patrolmen is $878,527 which equates to an average salary of
$48,807 per patrolmen. The addition of two patrolmen would therefore cost $97,614.
Contractual expenses and equipment include a variety of specific line items such as gear for
police officers, vehicle maintenance, training, office supplies, and association dues. All
contractual expenses and equipment were assumed to be variable, excluding car purchase and
lease, as the Police Department representatives indicated that the current number of cars is
sufficient to accommodate any increase in service demands. Maintenance costs of existing
vehicles are assumed to increase. The total Police Department budget for contractual expenses
{excluding $12,500 for lease of cars) is $81,685. A 7.69% increase of this cost s $6,281.
Similarly, the total Police Department budget for equipment (excluding $32,500 for car
purchase) is $266,003. A 7.69% increase of equipment costs is $20,462. The total estimated
increase for the Police Department is $124,357".

Police Department increased Costs

{Salary Calculation) .

Total Salaries (Patrolmen) 878,527
Avg. Per Patrolmen 3 48,807
Increase of 2 Patrolmen $ 97,614

Source: 2009-2010 City of Rensselaer Adopted Budge!,
Camoin Associales

226~



Cofltage Hill Landings

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Staterment

___(Contractual Expense:

TtaE Contractual Expenses | $
Excluding Car Lease L 81,658
Increase of 7.69% $ 6,281

Source. 2009-2010 City of Rensselaer Adopted Budge!,
Camoin Associates

Police Departmentincreased Costs =~

... {\Equipment Calculation) . .. ___
Total Equipment Costs ] 298,503
Exciuding Car Purchase $ 266,003
Increase of 7.69% $ 20,462

Source: 2009-2070 City of Rensselaer Adopted Budget.
Camoin Associates

The analysis completed by Camoin included an examination of impacts to the various other City
operations including the Fire Department and the Police Department. Comparing the total
increased expenses and increased revenues, the following table shows the Project will have an
estimated positive net impact of $2,657 on the City’s General Fund.

__Impact to General Fund &

Increased Expenses $ 377,96
Increased Revenue 3 380,623
Nef iImpact 5 2,657

Section 3.7 Utilities ~Water Supply and wastewater Disposal

Comment 3.7-1. So | wanted to express my opinion in that regard, and | probably have a
couple more here. The owner has to complete a survey of private domestic wealth

[wells] and it says the owner has completed many of the required items. What were the
required items? [Yonkers-PH7, Transcript page 28]

Response 3.7-1: As noted in Section 3.1 of the SDEIS, the owner is required {by the
NYSDEC) to address surface leachate seeps, conduct a engineering inspection of the site,
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perform an explosive gas survey, delineate the limits of waste, and perform a survey of
private domestic wells. All tasks have been completed except for the survey of domestic
wells.

Section 3.8 Visual Resources

No comments received.

Section 3.9 Fiscal Resources

The DEIS accepted as complete in October 2008 identified (in Section 9.0} the fiscal impacts of
the project under the owner-occupied condominium/townhouse development scenario. The
DEIS identified a net annual economic benefit {in terms of municipal/educational services
required as compared fo tax revenue) of $39,125 to local municipalities and $29,994 to the
Rensselaer City School District. This was premised in part on a projection of 393 occupants at
full build-out, with 40 school-age children. The comments and responses below focus on the
rental apartment development scenario.

Comment 3.9-1. "Project Generation Population™ (page 46) - It is not clear from the
information provided in this section of the SDEIS whether or not the methodology used
to determine the anticipated population increases generated by the proposed project
account for the number of existing City residents who might possibly relocate to the
new housing offered by this project from within the City of Rensselaer. The
methodology clearly accounts for anticipated population increases based on the number
of new residential units using known new housing population multipliers, but it does not
draw a ciear distinction as to how many of these new residents to this specific
development will come from outside the City of Rensselaer or are simply relocating to
this new housing from within the City. The narrative in this section and Table 3.9-1
should be updated to provide this information [B&L-1].

Response 3.9-1: The appropriate methodology for calculating changes to school district
enrollment is to project the number of school aged children {SAC) that a residential
project will contain and net out any of whom that would not attend public school. The
Applicant’s analysis therefore assumes that 173 residential units will be added to the
City’s stock of housing and that will “create” 73 new SAC of whom 69 will attend public
school.

Standard fiscal impact methodology does not consider the origin of the SAC occupants
of the project in question. Whether the projected SAC are current residents of the
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municipality in question or residents of another municipality {or for that matter do not
exist but will be born some point in the future to parents who are occupants of the
project) is not relevant to the question of how many SAC will live at the project and
attend a public school in the school district.

The future occupants of the Project who are now City residents by definition may
currently occupy a certain number of residential units within the City. Upon occupancy
of the Project, they will vacate their current residential units within the City,
presumably, other households will lease/buy/occupy the various vacated premises and
those future occupants of the vacated premises will be similar in nature and
composition as the previous occupants who now live at the Project. Therefore, the
vacated premises will contain as many SAC as exist prior to the Project and the Project
will create 73 new SAC of whom 69 wili attend public school. Therefore, the School
District will see an enrollment increase of 69 students.

If we deviated from this standard assumption as suggested by the commentor, the
projected enrollment at the School District would fall. For example, if we assumed that
10 SAC moved from within the City to the Project and their existing residential units
were not occupied or backfilled) by any SAC, then the change in the number of new
SAC would fall from 73 to 63. We would then net out the non-public school SAC for a
net figure of approximately 59 new SAC in the School District. The table below carries
out the calculations of net impact in a situation where the increase in SAC is 69 versus
59. As we can see, the impact becomes more positive under the non-standard
methodology.

ew Public 5/ - _ : _.'_59
Avera_g,_e_.C_ost p_er._SAC - ' . $13,776 _ | :$13;776
TotaiNewCosts 050547 $812,786
Ave_ragé._.Stat_e Aid per sac $8306 . $8,306
Total New State Ald $573,132 $490,069
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Property Tax from Project $301,337 $391,337

- sesex0

Our analysis includes the assumption that some of the 73 new students will be students who
gualify for special education and that the school district will thereby incur associated special
education costs.

Attachment A of the report shows how we arrived at $13,776 per student of variable cost, one
fine item of which is “Program for Students w/Dis-Med” {in the amount of $2,768,225). A non-
special education student would cost considerably less than the $13,776 average figure and a
special education student considerably more. Our assumption is that the proportion of special
education students to non-special education students in the Project will be similar to the current
mix of special education students to non-special education students in the School District.
Therefore, on average, the group of new students coming from the Project will cost the district
$13,776 on average though a subset will cost more (special needs} and a subset will cost less
{non special needs).

Comment 3.9-2. "Rensselaer City Schools” (page 50) - The methodology and information
used to determine the number of school age children the project will generate is

misleading due to the fact that it appears to only calculate the number of anticipated
"new" school age children moving into the Rensselaer City School District as a result of
this new project. The methodology does take into account and provide offsets for the
number of school age children generated by the project that may attend private
schools. However it does not provide any information on the anticipated number of
school age children who anticipate on living in the housing provided by this project but
who will simply be relocating to this development from other City neighborhoods and
already attend school in the City of Rensselaer [B&L-2].

Response 3.9.2-2: See response 3.9.2-1.

Comment 3.9-3. The "Rensselaer City Schools" narrative, summary data and figures
contained in the Camoin Associates "Cottage Hill Fiscal impact Study" dated February of
2010 should be revised as per items #1 & #2 above, and resubmitted for review [B&L-3].

Response 3.9-3: See Response 3.9-1.

Comment 3.9-4. The $57,000 issue, the revenue, you're saying we purchase wholesale
and you sell it retail. We have to sell that water at that higher increased rate because
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there's an unaccountable water factor. And when | was water principal {phonetic) for 15
years, when | left, | had it down 30%. But at one time, it was 45 to 50% of what we're
surplusing to Troy, we were losing. So we were losing 50% of our revenue right off the
get-go. So that's why there's a disparity. That's why we have to charge our rate at such a
high amount for water. So with your analysis, | don't know if your analysis works,
because you don't enter in that unaccounted for water factor and operations and
maintenance of your infrastructure and what have you [Yonkers-PH5, Transcript page
27].

Response 3.9-4: See Response 3.9-5 below.

Comment 3.9-5. Under section 2.0, Fiscal Resources, Table 2.2.1 Summary of Net
Annual Impacts, it shows an increase to the water fund of $57,028.00. | do not agree
with this figure. Did the analysis take into account the Water distribution unaccounted
for water percentage? From the total gallons purchased from Troy the city loses 40% to
50% of its product, was that considered in the analysis? [Yonkers-7]

Response 3.9-5: The commenter is correct. The project would be supplied water by the
City at a rate of $4.95/1000 gallons. The City Water Department estimates that the
City’s water system loses approximately 30 percent of its water through leaks before
that water can reach customers (and be billed). Thus, the City can only bill for 700 of
each 1,000 gallons of water that it purchases from the City of Troy. This means that, for
each 1,000 gallons purchased from Troy, the City recovers $3.46, not $4.95. This
significantly reduces the net increase in the water fund as shown in the SDEIS. Based on
the engineers’ report included in Appendix D of the SDEIS, the project water usage is
49,456 gpd. This would amount to a net annual increase of approximately $26,896 in
the water fund.

Sections 4-3
No Comments Received.

Appendices

Comments were limited to Appendix C — “Master Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan.”
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Comment Appendix C-1. As acknowledged in section 9.5, the SWPPP must update its
reference to the current NYSDEC permit GP-0-1-001. This will occur when the site plan
submittal is made per this section [B&L-4}.

Response Appendix C-1: Comment noted. The SWPPP will be updated to reference GP-
0-10-001, including any new requirements, as applicable, effective March 2011. The

updated SWPPP will be provided during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-2. Construction of sediment basin/traps and inlet protection
devices for existing drainage features needs to occur earlier than step 8 and before site
grading above these temporary protective devices. Size per NYSDEC guidelines at a
minimum [B&L-5].

Response Appendix C-2: Temporary sediment traps and inlet protection should occur in

conjunction with step 3, Install sediment control barriers down slope from construction
activities that disturb site soil." This change will be incorporated into the revised SWPPP,
to be submitted during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-3. Identify source of water for frequent watering of the
excavation and fill areas. Will this be via temporary, approved and metered City
hydrants to a water truck? The watering is intended to minimize wind erosion and
would be useful for the haul and construction roads for the project. For temporary soil
stockpiles that dry quickly, temporary stabilization by seeding with grass is thought to
be more effective and less dependent on frequent watering and diversion of iabor to do
so. This comment applies to section 5.2.2 also [B&L-6].

Response Appendix C-3: Water for dust control will either be brought to the site via
water trucks or from metered hydrants with cooperation from the City. Temporary soil

stockpiles will be stabilized with vegetation.

Comment Appendix C-4. Add "to satisfaction of MS4" in item 18 of the construction
sequence [B&L-7].

Response Appendix C-4: These changes will be incorporated into the revised SWPPP, to
be submitted during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-5. It is anticipated that revised site plans yet to be submitted will
further detail installation of specific BMP's (concrete washout stations, sediment basins,

-32-



Cottage Hill Landings

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

mulching, etc.) and should incorporate input from any site contractor that may be
involved with the project if known at that time [B&L-8].

Response Appendix C-5: These items will be incorporated into the revised site plans and

SWPPP as necessary, to be submitted during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-6. The plan proposes the construction of two NYSDEC type

stormwater treatment practices for this project. The first and most significant is a P-1
type stormwater pond which will receive the greatest portion of the developed portions
of the site. Water quality and water quantity treatment needs will be accommodated
within this pond before discharging to two existing 24-inch RCP culverts at Cottage Hill
Street, approximately 420 feet south of Partition Street. A second practice is a NYSDEC
type dry swale near the northeast portion of the site to treat water quality for the
portion of the new road that, due to topography, is tributary to Partition Street. This
would receive a much smaller portion of the site drainage area. These practices seem
like appropriate choices given the drainage areas tributary to them. A complete and
detailed review of the revised hydrologic model has not yet occurred since the site plans
have not been developed that will ultimately correspond to the model's intent. There
will need to be provisions for the underdrain, overflow grate and filter sand
permeability incorporated into the model for the dry swale practice. As currently
modeled these features are not reflected to verify if the time periods of de-watering
and freeboard requirements are satisfied. A more detailed review will occur when the
site plans, profiles, landscaping plan and details are submitted [B&L-9].

Response Appendix C-6: Additional detail will be incorporated into the revised site plans

and SWPPP as necessary, to be submitted during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-7. The third paragraph discusses the reduction of drainage area
and curve number for design point #3. This discussion should be supplemented to
indicate why the curve number is reduced. It likely pertains to reduction of the clay cap

of the landfill area as compared to the existing condition. This cap seems to have
assumed C soils whereas most clay caps were constructed of more impervious D class
clay soils. Use of D soil classification would result in greater runoff generation and
possibly a larger stormwater pond which has some room to grow on its east side in our
opinion [B&L-10].
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Response Appendix C-7: The more impervious D type soil will be used to model
stormwater runoff from the landfill. The revised SWPPP will be submitted during the site

plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-8 Confirm amount of A, B, C and D soils are consistent between

existing and proposed conditions models. Revise clay cap to D soils or provide
comprehensive permeability test data of cap soils to prove otherwise [B&L-11].

Response Appendix C-8: The more impervious D type soil will be used to model
stormwater runoff from the landfill. The revised SWPPP will be submitted during the site
plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-9. Include section that discusses responsibility for inspections and

maintenance. Owner shall be responsible for inspection and maintenance of stormwater
management and collection system until project is completed, tributary lands are
stabilized and storm sewer system is cleaned of accumulations of sediment and debris
and City of Rensselaer approves construction [B&L-12].

Response Appendix C-9: Ownership and maintenance of the stormwater management

and collection system will be the responsibility of the property owner for the life of the
development. The revised SWPPP will clarify the ownership and maintenance
responsibilities, and will be submitted during the site plan review process

Comment Appendix C-10. Show soil groups on both maps as well as extent of landfill
cover. indicate individual Tc components with type and length [B&L-13].

Response Appendix C-10: Additional detail will be incorporated into the revised SWPPP
as requested, and submitted during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-11. Utilize P=1.0 inches for water quality volume calculations
[B&L-14].

Response Appendix C-11: This change will be incorporated into the revised SWPPP, to
be submitted during the site plan review process.

Comment Appendix C-12. Supplement data with discussion and conclusions {B&L-15].

Response Appendix C-12: This change will be incorporated into the revised SWPPP, to
be submitted during the site plan review process.
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Comment Appendix C-13. Add new Appendix to incorporate a new map of existing
storm sewer piping between Cottage Hill Street and the Quackenderry Creek. Are the
twin 24-inch culverts near Wilson Street clean [B&L-16}?

Response Appendix €-13: The twin 24-inch culverts under Cottage Hill Street will be
cleaned at the start of construction. This change will be incorporated into the revised
SWPPP, to be submitted during the site plan review process.
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3.0 REVISIONS TO SDEIS, DEIS
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Section 3.0 Project Description

The following is added to Section 3.0 {“Project Description”) of the SDEIS:

While the Applicant has revised the initial project to now include rental units only, the
City of Rensselaer Common Council has stated that it believes that the resolution that rezoned
the project site in 2005 allows only owner-occupied units, and that a further zoning
amendment would be necessary to accommodate apartments. Accordingly, this FEIS addresses
the environmental impacts of both the rental and owner-occupied scenarios, where
appropriate.
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Section 3.5 Transportation

The discussion of traffic impacts from the Cottage Hill and UW Marx projects referenced
in Responses to Comments 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 of this FEIS supplements the discussion of traffic
impacts in Section 3.5 of the SDEIS.
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Section 3.6 Police, Fire, and Emergency Services

The discussion of police department resources contained in Response to Comment 3.6-7
of this FEIS, and the factual data tables presented therewith, supersede any previous
inconsistent discussions and/or data regarding these subjects in the SDEIS or DEIS.
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Section 3.9 Fiscal Resources

The analysis of fiscal resources contained in Section 3.9 of the October 2008 DEIS
evaluated the potential fiscal impacts of the project as it was then proposed as owner-occupied
town home and condominium units. This analysis found a net estimated positive annual fiscal
impact on the City of approximately $39,100 and a net positive impact on the Rensselaer City
School District of approximately $292,000. The discussion of these fiscal impacts in Section 3.9
of the DEIS is hereby incorporated into this FEIS and is intended to complement the discussion
of the fiscal impacts related to a rental-only project contained in Section 3.9 of the SDEIS.
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Appendix A:
Transcript of June 14, 2010
Public Hearing on SDELS
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3
1
1 PROCEEDINGS
1 PLANNING COMMISSION 2 CHAIRMAN MOORE: Welcome to the City of
@ RENGSELAER NEW YORK 3 Rensselaer Planning Commission regular mecting
T cerremmrrmImmmI T 4 Wereconvened in here becouse of the greal crowd
q COTTAGE HILI-. 96 PARTITION STREET
5 The last item on the agenda is Cottege Hill,
P )
6 STENGOHAFEIC MINUTES OF FUBLIC EARING conducted 6 96 Partition Strest We're well into the
7 tn the abeve-entitled matter on the 14tk day of June 7 environmental review process and tonight's meeting
] 2010 at the Rensgoelaer ©ity Wall. 62 Wanphington Strest 8 is fora p%lblic hcaring to accepl pub!ic comments
b Ronuselanr New York commeasing at T:21 o pom
o 9 and questions We have a stenographer here
e COMNMISSION HEHDERS: 10 She'll be recording ¢verything and the applicant
CHARLES HOORE, CHAIR
12 JAMES MMLEWEYER 11 has to address nl) comments and questions
FRARK ABAMB
B n unh voRsT 12 documented here for everyone 1o review at their
i1 TOM CAEDAMOHE
ROBERT CRMPRNO 13 leisure
15
16 SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE CITY: 14 But before we have the public comment period,
17 FMULIP H BIXGH, ESO 15 I'd just like to ask the applicent if you can just
Whitewnn. Ostermsn & Hanno. LLP
e 16 give us a review of how things changed and where
12 AlS0 PHESENT:
i7 YOUu are now.
20 MARYBETH PETTIT, AICF. Pinnnlng Direceror
T teums. P.6., barten & loguidice, P C 18 MR ROUND: I'm Chris Round with the Chazen
WALTER J KUBDW, PE, CPESC, The Chnzen Companlan X
72 CHRIS ROUND, The Chuzen Cempanies 19 Companies. I'm here tonipht with Walter Kubow,
R, MICHAEL N BGLO, Camoin Aspccisten
¥ BER ZIMMERKAN. Comoln Aapocintes 20 project engineer You've secen Walter a number of
24
21 times with this project We have two folks from
22 Camoin Associates who did the {iscal im pact
23 analysis for this particular project, Mike
24 N'dolo and Ben Zimmerman, project sponsor Androw
L 5 p
INDEX TO SPEAKERS i o .
SPEAKERS PAGE Scioccheti:,
2 2 Justby way of background, we did submita
3 CHRIS ROUND, The Chazen Companies...... 3 3 final EIS nnd we addressed all the comments that
WALTER KUBOW, The Chezen Companies. .. 4 were heard at o public hearing back in November ol
4 . 5 2008 And asa partofaddressing those comments,
STEPHEN LE FEVRE, Barton & Lopguidice. . 10 : ) S .
5 B the praject underwent some revisions and Walter's
R MICHAEL N'RPOLO, Camoin Associates. . 16 7 gonna run through those in just a fittle bit, It
6 Lo
A 8 Lhes changed both where the follow project is
DAVID GARDNER, Resident . ... ... 23 g ¢ the lo project:
7 g located on the site, the size of the project, and
BILL SHELDON, Resident. ... . ... 24 10 the scale of the impact And in most cases, the
8
GREG YONKERS, Resident . .. ... 26 Tt impacis are nearly ~- in all cases, the impuets
th 12 have been reduced as a result of project
AN?{‘)INE'E?ECEHS[O' 13 modification
10  Partition Creck Development Corp .. .. . 29
14 So we submitied a final E1S that we said may
1 15 address those adverse impacts that we felt we did
12
13 16 a pretty good job of trying to address the
14 17 public's comments and the Borrd's comments
:g 18 Your enginecer reviewed that in consullation
17 18 with your steff and said, "Hey, we think the
19 20 changes are significant enough that we'd like to
N 21 see additiona) public comment on this ”
21 22 So if the public {cels disserved by the
gg 23 process, what we did do is we included -~ we
24 24 submitted n Supplementat Draft Environmental
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5 7
1 Impact Statement, which bagically summarized the 1 building as proposed previously and we had access
2 project It's been published on the website and 2 off of Partition Street and Cottage Hill Street.
3 it did compare the old versus the new and it did 3 This was intended to be a subdivision with the
include the whole inventory of those comments 4 roads and infrastructure dedicated to the city for
. previously heard and our responses to those. And 5 ownership and sasement.
<] so you're gonna get another opportunity to provide 5 The revised project has scaled back the
7 comments 7 amount of development We no longer have
8 What will happen at the close of this public B buildings fronting Partition Street. We havea
9 hearing is we'll prepare responses to those ] total of 173 units as opposed to 180 and they're
10 comments and then the Board will judge whether 10 located within several three- and four-story
11 we've done an adequate job. 11 buildings No buildings are taller than four
12 So many of the impacts revolved around 12 stories. :
13 traffic and the visual impact by virtue of the 13 These are not intended to be subdivided out
14 siting of this project adjacent to the landfill 14 They're intended to be apartment units and all of
15 and leachate or perceived leachate from that 15 the roads infrastructure on-site are intended lo
16 former municipal landfill. 16 be privately owned and will not become the
17 A lot of comments -- | know Walier and I were 17 responsibilily of the city. We also removed the
18 talking -- were focused on stormwater impacts that 18 entrance at Cotlage Hill Street.
19 have the potential to impact the neighborhood and 19 I'll go over some of the statistics. As |
20 downstream facilities and then what to do with 20 mentioned, the previous project had 180
21 wastewater, because there's a variety of municipal 21 condominium unils. We're now proposing 173
22 issues with respect to wastewater and sewer 22 apartment units. The previous disturbance area
23 overflows. 23 was approximately 21 acres The disturbance area
24 Walter's just gonna run through this and show 24 associated with this revised project is
i 6 8
1 you the old plan, then show you the new plan to 1 approximately 15 acres. The retaining wall was
2 try to get a sense of how the project’s changed so 2 another issue that we revised We had a rather
3 the public can make intelligent comments on that. 3 large retaining wall on the landfill becanse of
4 The format typically is the public hearing 4 the units on Pariition Street that was
5 addressing comments to this Board, If, after you 5 approximately 14 or 15 feet. We now have no
6 hear those comments, you would like us to redirect 6 retaining wall greater than eight feet in height
7 some response, we won't be able to respond to all 7 proposed and that would be this one back here.
8 the comments tomght, but we can certainly offer 8 {Indicating)
9 clarifying information or amplify what's already 9 With the change in occupancy, we havea
10 in the Supplemental Draft EIS so the public has a 10 change in number of residents and the number of
T good understanding of what's going on. 11 school-age children projected. That went from
P2 T'1} turn it over to Walter and let Walter iz with the previous project about 383 residents we
13 run through that 13 projected to currently 464 residents. And,
14 MR KUBOW: Hi I'm Walter Kubow with Chazen | 14 previcusly, we had 40 school-age children and we
15 Companies. As Chris mentioned, I'm going to 15 now have projected 73
16 briefly discuss some of the things that have 16 The water demand didn't change. We're
17 changed with the project 17 basically at approximately 50,000 gallons per day
18 This is the project previously proposed and 18 of water/sewer for this project, which the city
19 there was a complete review on this project You 19 has capacity Chris had mentioned some of the
o can see we have buildings fronting Partition 20 previous issues we discussed on the sewer and we
Street, town home buildings, 30 units there, and 21 subsequently determined that the sewer leaving
22 we have another 150 condomininm wunits on the 22 Wilson Street and as it goes through the city, it
23 opposite side of the landfill up on the hill 23 actnally bypasses the combined sewer overflow and
24 This facility here was an eight-story 24 goes direclly into the county trunk line.
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Drainage, | know we had some previous
comments on stormwater. One of the things we did
with this project is we left the stormwater
management basin as large as it was previously
and, yet, scaled back the project previous area
quite a bit and the calculations that I've done
have shown now that will not only meet the peak
retes of discharge, which is what we intended to
do originally, but we're looking at a reduction of
discharge rates that's gallons per minute, feet
par second that will actually be reduced from
what's existing today by up to 20 percent.

The limits of the existing landfill are shown
pretty clearly on here  ‘We had done testing to
determine what those limits were. We also had
done some testing to verify the cover.

There was some erosion that was recently
repaired and we also did explosive gas surveys
The project is proposing active sub-slab
de-pressurization for the buildings That's
basically fans removing any gases that might come
up from the soil before it gets to the building.

I think I'm done. 1 have nothing else unless
you have something.
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had been prepared by Camoin Associates and based
upon that document, there was gonna be a net
increase to the city -- based npon the project and
without going into specifics, there was going to
be a net increase of $153,000 to the school
district.

Now, in reviewing the assumptions that were
made in preparing that fiscal impact analysis, me
of the things we noticed is that it's not clear
from the information provided whether or not the
nrethodology used to determine anticipated
increases generated by the proposed project
account for the number of existing city residents
that might possibly relocate to the new housing
offered by this project from within the City of
Rensselaer.

In other words, it appears it's not clear to
us whether or not the fiscal impact analysis
assumed that all the people that are gonna move
into this apartment complex resided outside of
Rensselaer County. Okay? It's probably likely
that some people are going to be moving from
within Rensselaer County.

So with regards to the school district, that

10

CHAIRMAN MOORE: I'm just gonna ask our city
engineer to go over some brief comments that he
has The main point is to get the public's
comaments

MR. LE FEVRE: Hi. Tm Steve Le Fevre with
Rarton & Loguidice. I'm the managing head
geologist. I'm the representative for Barton &
Loguidice reviewing this project

1 guess the only other change that | would
like to indicate besides what Walter mentioned was
that based upon the revised demographics, the
fiscal impact of the project changed. The
ariginal project would have generated an estimated
swrplus to the city of approximately $39,100 and
ret surplus to the school district of
approximately $292,000.

When the FEIS was originally submitted in
November, 2009, that document indicated that the
revised project would result in an estimated
shortfall to the cily of approximately $57,000 and
a shortfall to the school district of
approximately $48,500. Tlen, in March, 2010, when
the Supplemental EIS was submitted, that document
contained a revised fiscal impact analysis that
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same point applies, The fiscal impact analysis
seems to indicate that based upon the amount of
school-age that the school district receives based
wpon the influx of new students that all these
students will be coming from outsido the arca
when, in fact, it's pobably more the case that
same of these students are just relocating from
within the city school district.

The fiscal impact analysis also doesn't
anticipate that any of the children living in the
housing project are gonna go to private schools in
which case if they go to privaie schools, they're
not eligible for state aid. SoT just feel that
those assumptions should be clarified

And then the only other thing that we looked
at was we did look at the management stormwater
pollution plan that's contained in Appendix C of
the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
And, you know, as Walter indicated, the project's
been downsized, so the impact and the ability of
the site to accommodate stermwater flow seems to
be adequate

The only thing that we would recommend, and
thig was something that we discussed before, was
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whether or not the existing storm drainage and
ganitay sewer points that will accepl runoff and
wastewater from the project, we need to verify
that tley're clean. Wediscussed before that they
could be blocked due to debris or due to root
giowth  So we think that that should be loaked
at.

And the other thing is we feel that the post
constmiction inspection and maintenance section of
the SWPPP should discuss the responsibility for
inspection and maintenance of the stormwater
management system after it’s been constructed
And all the other points are really, you know,
just real technical, like calculations

CHAIRMAN MOORE: Wemay have just a muple
questions ffom the Board. 1'd fike to open it up
to you guys before we open up the public hearing,
just arything you've been thinking about

MS. VAN VORST: As far as the school, I dn't
understand where they come up with the figures for
the school versus when they bad it as the
condominium Usually, with condominiums, you have
either single people or you have older folks
whose children are pretty well grown or have moved
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10 draft EIS, I don't know what thenet change
there is, but the '09 draft said atotal cost to
the city and school of $105,000 a year and youcan
see the Agures  And 1 don't know -- he mentioned
a $13,000 gain to the school in the March, '10
proposal. I don't kmow what the city gain 1s, but
I understand thaf's a modest gain under the March,
'10 proposal
Can you explain the change from the '09 draft
of $105,000 cost to a gain in the March, '10 draft
EIS, the main factors?
MR. ROIND: Woud you like us to go into that
for now?
MR CAMPANO: That would be helpful for me
MR. ROUND: @'l pass it over to Michael
N'dolo who's the fiscal impact analysis person.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE: I know the project began
as a condominium which was, you know, with
marketing, financing, selling in the market, so
through the process of SEQRA and Environmental
Impact Statement and market conditions, we come to
the project ag it is now. | think Mr. N'dolo can
explain the impact as 1t is with this project. |
don't think we're prepared as a group to explain

W e o~ AW N =

T I AU A . S Y
W @~ ;& WA = O

3
J

22
23
24

14
ot so, therefore, there wouldn't have been a big
inaease m regards to the school.

But I think with rental apariments, a manimum
of two per family, you're talking 346 students and
that's assuning that part of that comes from one
area to the other area. 1 still hink we're gonna
nn into a problem with trying to pay the school
till, because it's expensive when we get children
m. Ithink the average cost is abowt $5,000 per
stdent to educate a student and that's not
counting a student that has special needs where if
they are required to go to, let's say, Glenmont
tecause they offer special classes that the City
of Rensselaer can't offer, we would have to pay
for that student to go there.

MR CAMPANO: This is all on fiscal impact
The original proposal yielded a total gain to the
city and school of $331,000 annually and then the
2009 draft EIS resulted in the total wst to the
city and school 0f$105,000 So that's a idal
change of $436,000 per year from the original
proposal to the '09 draft. That's a cause for

cOnCem.
When you go from the '09 drafl to the March,
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the project on the table, and I'm not saying we
don't want to explain it buf -~

MR. CAMPANGQO: I didn't ask that I wantto
know the main factors getting us from the $105,000
inthe ‘09 draft EIS

MR. ROUND: The clarification of the first
analysis versus the second analysis, not the old
project versus the new project.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Okay.

MR. ROWND: Chazen didn't — basically, our
scope was very limited Fiscal impact was not an
issue of concern. The fivst project clearly had a
positive fiscal impact. So when we re-did the
analysis, basically, it was limited in scope. 'We
did not do the detailed analysis that Camoin has
done, and Michael will go inio that, where they
actually analyzed the city budget, looked at
specific operations, locked at vanable versus
fixed costs and without going further into that,

I'll let Michael talk about it.

They also captured sarne one-time impacts,
too, which have a positive impact for the city.

MR N'DLO: I'm Michael N'ddo from Camoin
Associates, We looked at the fiscal impact and |
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certainly can appreciate the question You're
seeing two sets of numbers. What's the
difference? And the difference, as Chris just
mentioned, is the level and sophistication of the
analysis In particular, we went through your
budget departiment by department, line by line and
we assigned either fixed or variable, which means
today, if you have a project, you have houses, you
have a retail store, whatever it 1s, it's ata
number that's likely to change

As an example, for the school distnict, we
determined based on the number of school-age
children that you're not gonna have to build a new
school. So a fixed cost 1s your debt service on
capital projects You're not gonna have more debt
even though you have more students.

An example for the city might be you're not
necessarily going to change the mayor's salary
because he has one additional residential complex
that's there. So we went through that, you know,
in a fine tooth way and we pulled out what were
fixed costs

Secondly, we went through the trouble of
interviewing many, not quite all but most, of your
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fixed, basically, you're making up on the
difference between those two prices That's about
$57,000, just that difference right there

MR CAMPANO:. How much?

MR N'DOLO. $57,000 that you're gonna have
additional water revenues over and above the
additional cost to your water department fo
provide those services, according to our analysis

There's also some additional sales tax
revenue Now, you don't collect sales tax
directly. You might say, "Well, why need more
sales tax revenue?”

One of the 1easons is sales tax is
distributed by formula from the county You have
additional residents and additional assessed value
in your city. You get a shghtly increased amount
of the total collection

We also assume that there will be certain
additional sales because you have some more
residents in the city and that would generate more
revenue to the county which trickles down to the
city. It wasn't a huge number, but it was
definitely there

So those are the three main differences. For

© @ NG A W N =
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department heads, the deputy chief of police,
fire, some operations folks, and we said, "Here's
the project. You know your department We can do
an estimate, but we want you to tell us whatis
likely to change.” L

And what we took is we took our estimate and
we took what they said and whichever was higher in
terms of cost impact would be the most
conservative, we took the higher of those two
numbers and said that's the impact. That's the
first step. We did more of an analysis there.
Secondly, in the analysis, there's some

additional revenues that weren't originally
included that were significant. In particular,
you have an interesting arrangement with your
water services. You purchase water on a bulk
contract and you sell it at retail price; ckay?
And there's a very large difference between the
two, the difference between what you pay for
distribution, that kind of thing  This is gonna
be a significant water user and significant sewer
user. They're going to be purchasing at the
retail price, but you're going to be buying at the
wholesale price. And since your fixed costs are
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the school district, we looked at the same things,
fixed costs versus variable costs. We did, in
fact, pull up private school students at the same
rate as they're currently right now, which is
about, I believe it was, six percent of school-age
children in the ity -~ six percent of your
school-age children go to pnivate school. We
assumed the same thing

So of the 73 school-age children, we
projected that four of them would be private
schooled We pulled that out. You get 69
students Then, we said, well, there's a cost of
educating them, but the State has certain state
aid that assists on a per pupil basis and we said
you have this much additional per cost, this much
additional state aid, here's your net cost in your
district, aggregated that off 69 students times
the net cost per student and we compared that to
how much property tax the development's going to
produce and that's how we get to a surplus for the
school district.

I think if you haven't had a chance to see
it, I will just mention we have a summary memo
that describes this exact question m detail which
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1 is criginal analysis, new analysis, what's the 1 try and keep this as concise and thorough as
2 difference. And on page three of that memo, 2 possible, everyone is welcome, we want your
3 there's a table that shows the assumptions, what 3 commoerts and questions As I said, everything
they were in the original analysis, what they are 4 will be recorded, so everything will be addressed.
inour anatysis and how they differ. That should 5 Just before you speak, please say your name
6 be, I would hope, a very clear and easy way to 6 for the record and if you have something to say
7 wallc through it 7 and you heard someone say it before, it doesn't
8 And just to provide a hittle bit of clarty B need to be repeated, becanse it will be recorded
] interms of for your benefit asking the question 9 So please stand and state your name
10 what the exact number is, we believe based on our 10 MR. GARDNER: Dave Gardner, 905 61 Street.
1 analysis that after accounting for all costs and 11 Tust three quick questions here. Number one: Are
12 all evenne of the project that the city general 12 these units going to be owner-occupied or are they
i3 fand will hold a net positive of about $3,000 a 13 Just gonna be hke an apartment complex?
14 year and the city water fund, as I mentioned 14 MS. VAN VORST: Rental
15 previously, is about $57,000 for atotal of 60 and 15 MR. GARDNER: Number two: This stamwater
18 the school district number was, [ believe, $14,000 16 pond here, this is ganna be at the bottom of
17 for the school district. 17 Cottage Hill. Is tlere gonna be any kind of a
18 So, again, after accounting for all the 18 fnce or anything around that? There's a lot of
19 revenues, essentially, you're gonna be $60,000 for 19 Iads in our neighborhood  What's to keep the kids
20 the city, including the water find, and $14,000 20 from going 1n there?
21 for the schools. 21 And another thing with the water nunoff, that
22 1'l just nention as well that we calculated 22 water's eventually gonna wind up in that crick;
23 some one-time impact fees of over a million 23 correct? You guys can't plan for a storm like we
24 dollars but under $2 maliion, and that's just pure 24 had in 2008. We had five inches ofrainin a
i 22 24
1 revenue for the city based on water hook-up fees, 1 couple hours. Wehad seven feet of water in my
2 sewer hoole-up fees and a sewer impact fee. 2 hause. He had about eight feet of water in his
3 UNIDENTIFIED MALE: There were a couple 3 house. (Indicating)
4 specific questions I'd like to address as well. 4 You can't tell me -- you're not gonna
5 Inregards to special education, we actually did 5 convince me that that little pond is not gonna --
8 take that into account and calculated per student 6 all that rnoff is gomma not affect owr
7 cost and in terms of number of students per 7 ncighborhood even that far down the street from
8 household, what we used was the Rucker model. 8 owr house.
9 It's sart of a nationally recognized model for 9 When that water nums into that pipe,
10 praecting that's dependent upon the size of the 10 eventually, it's gonna back up into owur
1 household and size of the district. So there's 1 neighborhood  So that's not ponna work, I'l tell
i2 value to that. 12 you that right now. I'm not an engineer, but I've
13 Just todouble check, we compared it to -- we 13 lived in that neighborhood for 22 years and that's
14 took total housing in the city right now, compared 14 not gonna work
15 that to the number of current school-age children 15 The last thing is this mwad at the bottom
16 and that number was actually lower than the 16 here, there's a stop sipgn there  Right now,
17 Racker's number. So we used the Rucker's number 17 there's only a couple dozen houses up this hill.
18 instead to be conservative on that. 18 1 bd you every day that eight or nine cars go
19 MR CAMPANO:; Do we have a copy of the memo | 19 through that stop sign. You want to put 173 cars
o that he referred to? 20 through that intersection or a hundred cars? That
MR. ROUND: Ht's included in Section 394 of 21 ain't gonna work either It's not the way to get
22 the Supplemental Draft EIS 22 that traffic out of there
23 CHAIRMAN MOORE: Thank you. At this point, |23 MR. SHELDON: My name is Bill Sleldon ]
24 I'dlike to open up the public hearing. Just to 24 live on Wilson Street -

07/07/2010 10:28:33 PM

Page 21 to 24 of 36

6 of 16 sheets



—

L{= = - B O =

i0

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

W@~ ;bW N =

L e e s, N IC (ot (U N
O W~ O bk W N e O

§
i

22
23
24

25

CHAIRMAN MOORE. Please direct to me
‘We're responsible for addressing your comments

MR SHELDON: I'm Biil Sheldon I live at 21
Wilson.

The first question I wanted to ask 1s from
what I gathered from this information, this will
end up to be low income housing and that
shouldn't even happen right there. But on the
other hand, at the bottom o the street of Cottage
Hill Road 15 my street and if they route the
traffic over the other street, that's a ot of
traffic. If they route it down my street, when
you park a car on my street, you're lucky you can
get a car downthat street  And you know, like
they said, most times -- you got 173 units. Well,
average a car and a half to each one. There's
gonna be a lot more cars, and that's true, that
route there, Wilson Street, cammot accommodate all
that, all them vehicles, believe me when I tell
you.

Plus, we have a Little League field there and
we ave kids all over the place and that traffic
will be murder [ just think that it's very bad
as far as it's bad now, so it's gonna get 10 times
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have some written comments to the Planning
Commission and to DEC

In this report | downloaded today, it said
that supposedly the capped landfill is inadequate
right now, doesn't have adequate two-foot cover
and they proposed to put the adequate cowr on
after start of construction of the project, which
1 think that's stupid

If you have a significant landfill -- this is
number 10 1n New York State hazardous waste and
you look up 1n the archives, Times Union, I'm not
prepared to take that out right now, but it's
documented. To say there's no negative impact for
traffic, for stormwater mamgement, for potable
water, | don't buy it

The $57,000 issue, the revenue, you're saying
we purchas wholesale and you sell it retail. 'We
have to sell that water atthat higher increased
rate becausethere's an unaccountable water
factor. And when I was water prncipal (phonetic)
for 15 years, when I left, I had it down 30
percent But atone time, it was 45 to 50 percent
of what we're surplusing to Troy, we were losing.
So we were losing 50 percent of our revenue right

26
worse with that many vehicles.

CHAIRMAN MOORE: Thank you.

MR YONKERS: Greg Yonkers Iliveat119
Harrison Avenue, just north of the proposed
project. I'm speaking on my opinion. I'm totally
against the project. 1don't believe the
trapsportation issue is not gonna affect have no
negative impact [ don't agree with so called
stormwater management that it's not gonna have
mpact.

I don't agree with the delineation of the
proposing landfill I don't know who made the
limits of the landfill when it was, if the DEC dud
it In the report 1986, they took it off the
hazardous waste list. Why? Because they said
they had significant information that there was no
leachate or no problems Idon't agree with that
either.

There was hazardous waste comang throughout
that property in the '50s, '60s, '70s and anybody
who lived then cantell you Wherever that
delineation is, and I believe it's by the road and
not by the next proposed project, I don't buy that
either. I want some more information. I'm gonna
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off the get-go. So that's why there's a
disparity That's why we have to charge our rate
at such a high amount for water.

So with your analysis, 1 don't know if your
analysis works, because you don' enter in that
unaccounted for water factor ééi]&bpé‘r'éﬁ&)ﬁs and
maintenance of your mfrastructure and what have
you

What else do 1 got here? Oh, T don't agree
with going from owner-occupied to rental property.
Our cty has over 50 percent of rental property
We don't need any more. It's full And you kanow
what? It's all grandiose, then all of a sndden,
in 10 years comes Section 8. We've seen it over
and over and over I'm just telling you I don't
agree with it. I''m gonna put my comments in
wrting by -- the 21st, it 157

CHAIRMAN MOORE. 21st, yes

MR YONKERS: I thinkso. Sol wanted to
express my opinion in that regard, and I probably
have a couple more here. The owner has to
complete a survey of private domestic wealth and
it says the owner has completed many of the
requred tems, What were the required tems?
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1 Whatever was completed of the required items, they 1 notified, I know that for a fact So that's the
2 have to address certain leachate, perform 2 history 1 did receive notification of this
3 inspections, conduct an explosive gas survey Was 3 hearing after I called Mary Beth Pettit and then
’ it done on the entire property or just one 4 she sent it to me, not before.
designated area? I would drill wells, monitor 5 The traffic plan that was noted on page 29
6 wells, in the whole area. Idon't think that was ) says there's going to be a maximum of 10 cars
7 ever monitored properly when it was the landfill 7 additional. | don't understand that, because
8 I don't think DEC was ever near the City of 8 there's 173 units and I'm sure they're not all
9 Rensselaer when it was a landfill 9 walking And I know there's not a public bus that
10 So if you want a complete analysis, do a 10 goes up and down the road, and [ don't know if
11 complete parcel, not just a section of it. It 11 there is any proposal or anybody contacted CDTA to
12 says the owner has to have a remediation plan Is 12 see if there was gonna be any public
13 that done? When is that gonna be completed? 1 13 transportation going up and down the whole area.
14 would think vou'd have to remediate your landfill 14 That might be a way to resolve a lot of traffic if
15 before you put any houses or anything on the 15 CDTA was there. Iknow they stop at Third Avenue
16 property, not do it after you build something. 16 on Partition Strest, CDTA, but they don't go down
17 So these are my comments. Once again, I'm 17 the hill and up the hill
18 against the proposed project and [l put my 18 We own exactly 0 4 acres in the City of
19 comments in writing to the Board and to DEC 19 Rensselaer and the entrance off of Partition
20 MS. CRISTO: My name is Antoinette Cristo 1 20 Street where the planned project is is right
21 represent Partition Street Development Corporation 21 adjacent to our property line. And on one of the
22 who owns the adjacent property. For the record, I 22 plans, it doesn't show it here, but on the
23 just want to note that we were not notified of the 23 landscape plan, it shows there's trees that are
24 public heazng on November 10th, 2008. And my 24 planted right along the line. So what is the
i 30 32
1 understanding was that the adjacent property 1 setback for that as — what's the required setback
2 owners should have been notified of a public 2 for that? If there's trees planted all along that
3 heanng, Is that customary policy? 3 property line, trees grow and, eventually, our
4 MR. MCLOUGHLIN: Are you within the city 4 entrance could be covered over with trees.
5 oumis? 5 S0 don't know. Whatisthe setback, does
6 MS CRISTO: Well, we own the property. We 6 anybody know, for the tree line?
7 should have been notified, or no? 7 CHAIRMAN MOORE: It will be addressed
8 MS. PETTIT: Only within the city limits. 8 MS CRISTO: So you don't know what that is
9 MR MCLOUGHLIN: You own the property 9 Okay Now, the 0 4 acres is what's in Rensselaer,
10 adjacent? 10 as 1 said. The adjacent property line which goes
1" MS CRISTO: Uh-huh. So we own property both | 11 from north to south, ranning north to south, is
12 within the City of Rensselaer and Town of Fast 12 all — we are all in East Greenbush, Town of East
13 Greenbush adjoining the property We are the 13 Greenbush, so I feel that a fence certainly should
14 adjacent property owners. I just want to make a 14 be put up between the two property lines,
15 record note that we were not notified of that. 15 especially if you're gonna have children there
16 MR MCLOUGHLIN: T'n sure whatever the 16 If you're gonna have 173 units, and I don't know,
17 address of record for that little parcel was, we 17 maybe you could have two children per unit, there
18 sent a letter. 18 could be 346 lads --
19 MS . CRISTO: No 19 MS VAN VORST: Possibly.
n MS. VAN VORST: Can we just double check and | 20 MS CRISTO: -- running between the
make sure for the record? 21 properties and I just think something needs to be
22 MR MCLOUGHLIN: Sure. 22 addressed there where there could be an
23 MS CRISTO: I'm sure if ] were sent that, I 23 established boundary 1 don't know what land of
24 would have attended the heaning. I was not 24 fencing or, you know, how they would want to do

29
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1 that 1 think that's important for the safety of 1 CHAIRMAN MOORE: The public hearing is
2 the children in the project and certainly to not 2 closed The public comment period is still open.
3 have anybody infringe on our property 3 Thank you very much.
1 agree that that stormwater pond is 4 (Whereupon, at 8:06 pm , the public hearing
questionable, but it remains to be seen when the 5 was closed )
6 next storm comes. The stop sign at the bottom of 6 B Ak
7 the hill, should that not be a traffic light to 7
8 control the traffic better? 8
9 Because if it's continuous traffic during the 8
10 morning howurs, rush hours, the evening hours 10
11 coming home, 1 could see a lot of traffic coming 11
12 through there and malding it difficult for the 12
13 people on Cottage Street and -- 6th Street is the 13
14 other one, right? So at that intersection, a 14
15 better traffic control device, 1 thank, would be 15
16 better. 16
17 I guess that's it. Thank you. 17
18 CHAIRMAN MOORE: Thank you 18
18 It's mainly been people speaking against the 19
20 prgject. Is there anyone here who would like to 20
21 speak in favor of the project besides -- is there 21
22 anyone else that would like to say anything? It 22
23 will be recorded and addressed. 23
24 (No affirmative response. ) 24
34 36
1 CHAIRMAN MOORE: At this point then, I'd like | 1 CERTIFICATION
2 to thank everyone. Again, all these questions and 2
3 comments will be addressed in the next few weeks. 3 I, THERESA L. K1.0S Shorthand Reporter and Notary
4 Yau also have until the 21st, so anything you 4 Public within and for the State of New York, do hereby
5 don't think of tomght, submit it in writing and 5 CERTIFY that the foregoing record taken by me at the time
6 that will be addressed as well. 6 and place noted in the heading hereof is a true and
7 MS. PETTIT: Phil has brought up a point that 7 accurate transcript of same, to the best of my ability
8 we need to extend the public comment period to 8 and belief
9 the 24th of June. 9
10 MR DIXON: Or even the 28th. There are 10
1 supposed to be 10 days from hearing to the end of 11 S —
12 the written comment peniod. So make it to Tune 12 THERESA L KLOS
13 28thinstead of June 21st and that will take care 13
14 of that 14 Dated. haly 7, 2010.
15 CHAIRMAN MOORE: So we will have the public § 15
16 comment period open until the 28th. So anything 16
17 you don't think of, please submit your comments. 17
18 So with that, I'd like to close the public 18
19 comment period. '] entertain a motion to close 19
- MS VAN VORST: Motion to close the public 20
hearing. 21
22 MR. ADAMS: Second. 22
23 CHAIRMAN MOORE: All in favor? 23
24 (Affirmative responses.) 24
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CITY OF RENSSELAER

62 WASHINGTON STREET
RENSSELAER, NEW YORYK 12144

TELEPHONE: {518) 462-9511
Fax: (518)462-9895

May 3, 2010

Planning Commission

City of Rensselaer

City Hall

02 Washington Street
Rensselaer, New York 12144
Attention: Mary Beth Pettit

Re:  Cottage Hill Residential Development (the "Project™)
Local Law #2 of 2005 (the "Ordinance")

Dear Ms. Pettit;

I am writing in my capacity as the Commeon Council President and as a resident of the
City of Rensselaer. I have recently had the opportunity to review the above referenced
Ordmance that was adopted in connection with the Project. The Ordinance contained
specific restrictions that were incorporated into the Ordinance. Most importantly, Sections A
and C of the Ordinance provided that a specific condition to the rezoning of the property
from LC to R3 was that the Project was to have no more than 180 owner-occupied units. It
1s my understanding that the proponent of the Project is now proposing apartments instead of
the owner occupied town homes which was an express condition within the approval of the
Ordinance  The proposed apartment use is not consistent with or permitted under the
Ordinance.

I would request that the Planning Commission rescind the acceptance of the DEIS
simce it was based on an apartment use which does not comply with the Ordinance In
addition, I would request that the Planning Commission take no further action on the Project
unless and until the Applicant for the Project submits a project that is fully consistent with
the Ordinance. The Applicant should not be allowed to disavow the owner occupied
condition of the Ordinance since he did not object to such condition at the time of the
adoption of Local Law # of 2005.  If the Applicant is dissatisfied with the conditions in the
Ordinance then they must apply to the Common Council for a modification of the conditions

within the Ordinance
:/ymliy yours,
m

Hag Adalian, Common Council President

cC. Honorable Daniel J. Dwyer
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May 24, 2010

Ms. Marybeth Pettit

Director of Planning

City of Rensselaer

62 Washington Street
Rensselaer, New York 12054

Re:  Technical Review of Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Cottage Hill Landings Residential Development

File:  1057.002

Dear Ms. Pettit:

We have completed our technical review of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS) dated March 9, 2010 ptepared by The Chazen Companies (TCC) for the
proposed Cottage Hill Landings Residential Development. Based on our technical review of the
SDEIS we offer the following comments:

Section 3.9 - Fiseal Resources

3.9.2 Potential Impacts:

1. “Project Generation Population” (page 46) - It is not clear from the information
provided in this section of the SDEIS whether or not the methodology used to determine
the anticipated population increases generated by the proposed project account for the
number of existing City residents who might possibly relocate to the new housing offered
by this project from within the City of Rensselaer. The methodology clearly accounts for
anticipated population increases based on the number of new residential units using
known new housing population multipliers, but it does not draw a clear distinction as to
how many of these new residents to this specific development will come from outside the
City of Rensselaer or are simply relocating to this new housing from within the City. The
narrative in this section and Table 3.9-1 should be updated to provide this information.

3]

“Rensselaer City Schools’ (page 50) - The methodology and information used to
determine the number of school age children the project will generate is misleading due
to the fact that it appears to only calculate the number of anticipated “new” school age
children moving into the Rensselaer City School District as a result of this new project.
The methodology does take into account and provide offsets for the number of school age
children generated by the project that may attend private schools. However it does not
provide any information on the anticipated number of school age children who anticipate
on living in the housing provided by this project but who will simply be relocating to this
development from other City neighborhoods and already attend school in the City of

Rensselaer.
e liStEN,

2 ('nrpnr.uc Pl.u.a » 204 W.uhm"mn An‘:nm I‘mumms . Alimm New York 122403 1
Telephone: 518-218-1801 « Facsimile: S18-218-1805 « www BurumandLoeguidice com [he presver o SO \/ 6.):
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City of Rensselaer
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Page 2

As noted in the SDEIS. the assumption that the project will penerate a large number of
new residents to the City of Rensselaer is correct. However it can also be reasonably
anticipated that the project will attract many current/existing City residents who scck new
housing opportunities within the city limits. Many of these people will seck 1o simply
relocate from their current housing within the city to this new development. As such, it
can also be reasonably assumed that a certain percentage of those “relocating” families
will have school age children who are already enrolled in the City school district. The
fiscal tinpact analysis provided by the applicant regarding possible impacts to the City of’
Rensselaer School District is silent on this segment of school age children.

The fiscal impact analysis narrative, calculations and data provided in this section and in
tables 3.9-1 & 3.9-9 are thercfore not accurate and should be revised to reflect any net
positive or negative fiscal impacts anticipated by accounting for the number of school age
children who already atlend City schools but are simply relocating to this project from
other housing within the City.

Appendix G: Fiscal Analysis:

1. The “Renssclacr City Schools” narrative, summary data and figures contained in the
Camoin Associates “Cottage Hill Fiscal Impact Study” dated February of 2010 should be
revised as per items #1 & #2 above, and resubmitted for review.

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement-Appendix C
Master Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

Section 2.2 Operator’s Responsibilities:

1. Asacknowledged in section 9.5, the SWPPP must update its reference to the current
NYSDEC permit GP-0-1-—001. This will occur when the site plan submittal is made per
this section.

Section 4.0 Construction Sequcence:

1. Construction of sediment basin/traps and inlet protection devices {or existing drainage
features needs 1o occur earlier than step 8 and before site grading above these temporary
protective devices. Size per NYSDEC guidelines at a minimum.

2. Identify source of water for frequent watering of the excavation and fill areas. Will this
be via temporary, approved and metered City hydrants to a water truck? The watering is
intended to minimize wind erosion and would be useful for the haul and construction
roads for the project. For temporary soil stockpiles that dry quickly, temporary

SAPROIECTES 000 H5T 002 Contage Hill LandiagnCH-Supglemental DEIS Technical Review - 0519101 doc



Ms. Marybeth Pettit

City of Rensselaer
May 24, 2010

Page 3

stabilization by seeding with grass is thought to be more effective and less dependent on
frequent watering and diversion of labor to do so. This comment applies to scction 5.2.2
also.

Add “to satisfaction of MS4” in item 18 of the construction sequence.

It is anticipated that revised site plans yet to be submitted will further detail installation of
specific BMP’s (concrete washout stations, sediment basins, mulching,.. . ete.) and
should incorporate input from any site conuactor that may be involved with the project if
known at that time.

Secetion 6.0 Stormwater Management Plan:

I.

The plan proposes the construction of two NYSDEC type stormwater treatment practices
for this project. The first and most significant is a P-1 type stormwater pond which will
reccive the greatest portion of the developed portions of the site. Water quality and water
quantity treatment needs will be accommodated within this pond before discharging to
two existing 24-inch RCP culverts at Cottage Fill Strect, approximately 420 fect south of
Partition Street. A sccond practice is a NYSDEC type dry swale near the northeast
portion of the site to treat water quality for the portion of the new road that, due to
topography, is tributary to Partition Street. This would receive a much smaller portion of
the site drainage arca. These practices seem like appropriate choices given the drainage
arcas tributary to them. A complete and detailed review of the revised hydrologic model
has not yet oceurred since the site plans have not been developed that will ultimately
correspond to the model’s intent. There will nced to be provisions for the underdrain,
overflow grate and filter sand permeability incorporated into the model for the dry swale
practice. As currently modeled these features are not reflected to verify if the time
periods of de-watering and frecboard requirements are satisfied. A more detailed review
will occur when the site plans, profiles, landscaping plan and details are submitted.

Section 6.5 Hydrologic and Hydraulic Calculations:

1.

The third paragraph discusses the reduction of drainage area and curve number for design
point #3. This discussion should be supplemented to indicate why the curve number is
reduced It likely pertains to reduction of the clay cap of the landfill area as compared to
the existing condition. This cap seems to have assumed C soils whereas most clay caps
were constructed of more impervious D) class clay soils. Use of D soil classification
would result in greater runoff generation and possibly a larger stormwater pond which
has some room to grow on ils east side in our opinion.

§ \PROJECTSAO0MI057 002 Connge Hill Landings\CH-Supplementsl DEIS Technical Review - 0519161 doc
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2. Confirm amount of A, B, C and D soils are consistent between existing and proposed
conditions models. Revise clay cap to D soils or provide comprehensive permeability test
data of cap soils to prove otherwise.

Appendix H: Post-Construction Inspections and Maintenance:

1. Include section that discusses responsibility for inspections and maintenance. Owner
shall be responsible for inspection and maintenance of stormwater management and
collection system until project is completed, tributary lands are stabilized and storm
sewer system is cleaned of accumulations of sediment and debris and City of Rensselaer
approves construction.

Figures 3 and 4: Pre-Development and Post Development Watershed Delineation Maps:

1. Show soil groups on both maps as well as extent of landfill cover. Indicate individual Tc
components with type and length.

Amnendix L: Design calculations:

1. Utilize P=1.0 inches for water quality volume calculations.

Appendix D: Burgh Schoenenberger Flow Data & NWS Rainfall Data:

t. Supplement data with discussion and conclusions.

Miscellaneous:

I. Add new Appendix to incorporate a new map of existing storm sewer piping between
Cottage Hill Strect and the Quackenderry Creek. Are the twin 24-inch culverts near
Wilson Street clean?

It should be noted that this technical review is al the SGEIS phase and was without the benefit of
tevised plans that will need to be responsive to the previous comments from the City, community
and TDE. 1t will also be important to determine the cleanliness of the various existing storm
drainage and sanitary sewer pipes that will accept runoff and wastewater {rom this project to
verify that modeled capacity is indeed available since much of the local infrastructure was
compromised by the flooding a couple of years ago. Coordinate with the City and TDE.

SAPROLECTSVI000: 057 002 Cottage #l) Landings\CH-Suppicmental DES Technical Review « 051910-4 dos
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Should you have any questions regarding the above, or wish to discuss this matter in greater
detail, pleasc feel fice to contact me at (518) 218-1801.

Very truly yours,

BARTON & LOGUIDICE, P.C.

W AST

Bradley D. Grant
Project Manager

BDG/ojf

SUPROIECTSM D00 05T 002 Cottage Hill Landings'CH Supplemental DEIS Technicat fleview - 054910-1 doc



STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
328 STATE STREET
Mary E lvey SCHENECTADY, NEW YOHRK 12305 Stanley Gae
Fagional Direcinr Commissignes

June 14, 2010

Ms. Mary Beth Petit, AICP

Director of Planning, City of Rensselaer
505 Broadway

Rensselaer, NY 12144

RE: Cottage Hill Landings
Supplemental DEIS
And Del.aet’s Landing
City of Rensselaer

Dear Ms Petit:

The New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Region One Flanning Office has
recaived and reviewed the Supplemental DELS dated March 9, 2010 for Cottage Hill Landings in
the City of Rensselaer. As an interested agency we offer the following remarks regarding the
increased volumes along the Broadway corridor resulting from the anticiputed developments
within the area

Currently the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume on Broadway is approximately 6,000
vehicies per day. The Cottage Hill Landings development, along with the UW Marx DeLaet’s
Landing development, will add considerable volume to the Broadway corridor, approximately
S00 trips entering and 1000 exiting during AM and PM peaks respectively, Consequently, bused
upon the peak hour volume increase, the daily volume will rise 10% - 15% Accordingly, those
that use the Broadway cosridor should expect to incur increased congestion and delays in the
near future as the Broadway reconstruction project does not include capacity related
improvements

The Cottage Hill Landings Supplemental DEIS, states DeLaet’s Landing is still in the SEQR
process We guestion this statement, as the FGEIS for Del.zet’s Landing wis completed July 28,
2009 and the Findings Statement was signed and approved September 1, 2009

20 39vd LOTSAN HEPRBYC 181 @IBZ/31/90



Ms. Petit
Pape 1
June B4, 2010

Related to the traffic growth, the UW Marx FGELS incorporates the Cottage Hill volumes into
background growth projections, however, the Cottage Hill Landings development does not
include the Del.pet’s Landing volumes, under the assumption that Cottage Hill will be completed
within the next 2 years while the Delaet’s Landing will be phased over the next 10 to 15 years

While the LTW Marx FGEIS conveys that development will be phased, and will depend on
market demand, phase 2 {model town homes along the northem side of New Broadway) and
phase 3 (marina and the residentiul high rise along the New Broadway) are anticipated to be
complete by 2013 - just three years from now. This is importani 1o note as the increased traffic,
and the inherent additional congestion and delay, may not be as incremental as the Cottage Hill
supplemental DEIS suggests.

We recognize thut Broadway s an urban corridor with litthe room for expansion, and are also
cognizant of the desire ta create o waulkable downtlown snvizonmend where residents have mode
choices. In fuct, the YW Marx FGEIS trip generation data reduces the total number of peak hour
trips by $% through anticipated transit use. However, we have recently Jeamed thut CDTA has
discontinued their Rensselaer Route 15 that traveled along Broadway

One of CDTA 5 Plunners / Travel Demand Specialists confiimed this route cancellauon due w0
poor ridership. 1t was conveyed that CDTA is aware of the UW Marx project and has
commented on the project thiough the SEQR process. CDTA staff met with UW Marx
representativer {September 2008, to discuss the possibility of serving the development’s
residentsfoccupants witl o shuttle that was (0 be partially funded by the deveioper Cur
understanding ts that subsequent meetings have not occurred and the tssue of transit serving the
development (s unresolved  We believe that hig situation warrants addittonat consideration, as
vre of the underlying premises of community livability for this level of dense development is
good access fo rransiz, in addition to the “loss” of the 3% reduction in peak hour trips. We
strongly recomanend further discussions with CDTA and UW Merx regarding initiating a shuttie
service 1o downtowhn Albany, as derejopment and occupansy oceurs, to help afleviate the trattic
isshe along Broadw sy curing peak hours

On # efated note, how did UW Marx determine the niraber of parking speces needed for the
riverfront development® Will the number of parking spaces positively or negatively affect transit
usage” ls it possible to phase the constructien of parking spaces s other constiuction 15 being
phased” There will be less incentive to use transit or other allernatve modes if parking 15
plentiful Wt recominend the City and UW Marx collaborate with CDTC in finding the optimal
number of patking spaces as well as developing some Traffic Dernand Management (TDM)
strategies in anticipation of the completed Delaet’s Landing und Cottage Hill deveiopments
(CDTC has worked with local municipalities in developing TDM poiicies.) While CDTC doss
not current}y have recommended parking rathos they encourage communities 1o move away from
packing minimums to either parking maximums or the utihization of other innovative parking
management technigues.

FG 3o LOASAN GEPBYBE  STET HlOT/BT/90
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CDTC is currently wrapping up the Draft Schenectady Gateway study being developed by the
iB1 Group, Inc (a Linkage Study), which addresses parking in the envisioned "Eco-District”
Some of the concepts sttfacing from the draft include the following:

o TYhe amount of parking slocated in a TOD or other sustainsble type development is
critreal for u successful outcome as too little will inhibit development and too much wili
npair the pedestrian envirohment

e  Withi Schenectady's Eco-District, parking locations will be identified and at these
various locations will be provisions for bicycle parking, car-sharing and electnc vehicle
plug-ins. Addressing parking in this manner will lead to lower demand as these
alternatives paired with transit will translate inlo lower parking requirements and
accordingly cost savings for the devefoper.

s Schenectady's Eco-Distiict is unique to the Capital District. Sumilar 10 "Complete
Streets”, Schenectady’s plan calls for a comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle network,
including all the necessary infrastructure as well a3 regionul copnections to paths, trails
and transit systems

The City of Rensselaer may want to consider developing a public outreach effort to expiain how
the upcoming developments’ peak hour volumes will affect the Broadway comdor and discuss
the various travel options that are available to residents In the end, if UW Marx, the City of
Rensselaer and CDTA develop a transit service to serve this new urban development. if parking
is limited and is phased with construction. and if the ares residents are well-informed

as to their travel options, modes other than the single occupanuy vehicle may become viahle
altemnatives thereby decreasing the level of congestion and delay along the Broadway corndor
and making for an desirable downtown living experience.

It you have any questions regarding this letter, please cantact Susan Ofsen at (51 8) 388-0428.

T SinCRTEY

( e S :
Robert 8. Cherry, P %E!m)
Director of Transporii ¢

Plapning and Program M

Co: Mark Kennedy Traftic Safety & Mobility R1
Camie Ward, CDTA
Sandra Misievicz, CDTC
Deborah Stacey, CDTC

i SILeE st
P LFIEAN BEPRERE  G1IET  BTNT,8T/%



hune 17,2010

Marybeth Pettit
Planning Ditectot

6 Washington Avenue
Rensselaer, NY 12144

Re: Supplemental EIS: Cottage Hill Landings

Dear Ms. Petlit:

| he Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA) provides public {ransportation
sorvices for the Capital Region Under the State Environmental Equity Act{SEQRA). w
are an interested agency [or site review and environmental elearance for the above-
referenced project because it impacts our transit service CDTA’s Route #214 has its
closest stop a1 3" and Partition Streets (sce graphic below).

Please be advised that changes to CDTA’s route system require that the number of people
benefitting from the change be greater than the number that will be inconvenienced This
coupled with the stcep slope on Partition Sticet and the constraints of the roads means itis
highty unlikely CDTA will provide transit service to the proposed development

Ve W T
g

_Existi

ting Bus Stop;

Project plans involve construction of 173 residential rental units in 3 and 4-story structures,

and an estimated 464 residents. The plan proposes 260 parking spaces, reflective of the
zoning requirement for 15 parking spaces for every residential unit in a multi-family

CAPITAL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Denise A Figueroa
Chairwoman
Alhany County

Joseph M. Spairana
Vice Chairman
Rensselaer County

Norman L. Milter
Secretary
Schenectady County

Arthur F. Young, Jr.
Treasurer
Albany County

Lisa A. Ballout
Saratoga County

Mark G. Gerling
t.abor Representative

Georgeanna N Lynch
Saratoga County

Thomas M. Owens
Albany County

David M. Stackrow

Rensselaer County

Carm Basile
Executive Director

110 Waterviiet Avenue Albany, N.Y. 12206



structure. Due to the scale and density of the project, it is anticipated that it will impact the
transportation system in the area, including transit

CDTA notes that the current site design provides access solely by automobile. There are
no sidewalks west of Partition and Cottage Hill Street, and the site plan shows no sidewalk
proposed along the site’s access drive. One private access road will connect the
development Lo Partition Street at the easterly edge of the site, by the current access point,
Page 23 of the City's 2006 Comprehensive Plan says the city should “Require that new
streets. whether deeded to the city or privately maintained, continue the established street
grid. Cul-de-sac and dead-end streets should be discouraged.™ As the Short Term Guide
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan states, *The grid stieet pattern provides excellent access
and connectivity, not only for vehicles but also pedestrians and bicyclists.” Instead, the
proposed design means that a typical 1esident will need to walk one haif mile to the nearest
bus stop at the corner of Partition and 3" Streets. A former iteration of the project included
an additional vehicolar aceess to the site ai Cottage Hill Street. The current plan includes
vehicular access fiom Cottage Hill Street to a stormwater retention pond on the
west/northwest side of the site, but does not connect this access to the residential area

CIYIA strongly encourages the City of Rensselaer to require that the developer:

e provide vchicular access to the proposed development from more than one access
point, or at least a pedestrian and bicycle connection north-westerly from the
residential buildings to Cottage Hill Street to allow residents to access the bus stop
in about 0.25 mile

o Install bicycle racks in accessible locations in all of the residential structures

o Provide a continuous sidewalk connection along Partition Street and the site’s
access drive(s). as well as stiipe crosswalks across Partition Street in locations
where the sidewalk crosses the street

Please include CIYTA in fulure reviews associated with this project. We will focus on the
project’s impact on transit and parking. as well as pedestiian and bicycle accommodations.

Ihank you for the opportunity 1o comment on the proposed development
Sincerely, /r
It : !
L UL Lo e
Carrie Ward
Planner/ I 1IM Specialist

ce: Kiistina Younger, CDTA
Anne Benware, CDTC
Robert Cherry, NYSDOT Region |



Mary Beth Petit

City of Rensselaer Planningd: Development Agency
62 Washington Street

Rensselaer. NY 12144

Cottage Hill Landings Development

Dear Mrs Pettit,

This letter serves as my wrillen comments and concerns perlaining to the

proposed Cottage Hill Landings Residential Development as | expressed at the
public hearing at City Hall on June 14, 2010 1 live at 119 Hariison Avenue
Rensselaer NY and have lived in the vicinity of the proposed project all of my
life. Most of the comments are derived fiom information in the Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by The Chazen Companies

!

(e

Lt

The City of Rensselaer population consists of over 50% of rental property, as
a tax paying resident I believe we do not need any additional rental property |
believe the City should seek more owner occupied residential development.
My reasoning for the aforementioned is people who purchase their own home
usually have something at stake and take pride in their property | have
witnessed over and over again (in Rensselaer and other cities)) neiborhoods
decline in value and are not very well kept up when a transition from ownet
occupied to rental oceurs

I am with the understanding the proposed development will be partiatly
funded with HUD funds? If that is true this development will most likely turn
into affordable housing units Onee again the city has its fare share of this and
does nol need any more.

From Section 3 1,Soil and Geology (pagel9) of the SDEILS it states “The
properly awner will be required to 1) address surface leachate seepage 2)
perform engineering inspection documenting site conditions 3) conduct an
explosive gas survey 4) delineate the Himit of waste with 1espect to the
planned development. 5) complete a survey of private domestic wells ™ Also
a landfill remediation plan is 1equired  The report states, “The owner has
completed many ol the required items © My guestion is how many have been
completed? I believe ALL items should be complete before any approvals are
considered.

Also in this section it states “Curient issues relative to the landiil] and
development on this site include surface leachate scepage, polential explostve
gas and adequacy of landfill cap thickness™ Have all these issues been
addressed? Most people would agree the landfill should be adequately caped
and seepagpe as well as potential explosive gas issues be addressed. Again, ail
these issues should be complete before any approvals are considered



¢

Sutface lcachate seepage should be addiessed A letter rom RCS D # |
Administiative Director. Gerard Moscinski states the Sewer District "will not
provide the ucceptance of such dischaige™ Why would the City and D E.C
petmit the owner to discharpe the seepage into the Quackenderry Creek under
& SPDES permit” What s the analytical make up of the seepage? Also stated
in this section,” Development of the project site will not increase the existing
rate or quantity of leachate curiently generated from the landfill” How do we
know that? On site treatment of the discharge should be an automatic viable
alternative
Under section 3 5, Transportation, [ do not agree the approximale increase in
trallic will be 10 vehicles in peek hours With the potential of 173 units to be
occupied the increase in trafftc has to be significant?
Under section 2.0 Fiscal Resources. Table 2 2 1 Summary of Net Anbual
Impacts, it shows an increase to the water fund of $57,028 00. 1 do not agree
with this figwre Did the analysis take into account the Water distribution
unaccounted for water percentage? From the total gatlons puichased from
Troy the city looses 40% to 50% of s product. was that considered in the
analysis?
] and many other residents in the Hollow area have concerns about the storm
aler runot] that the proposed development will create This seclion of the
city has documented problems with storm water management (flooding) due
to the development which has taken place over the past two decades in the
areas East and North of the City line We do not need more water runoff into
the Quackenderty Creek
1nn closing | do not betieve this project 1eally benefits the City. the citizens and
taxpayers ol Rensselaes

Sipcerely

ce. Planning Bowrd Membars L
Comnon Council Members



Gmail - FW: Cottage Hill SDEIS Review Page 3 of 4

Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 2:36 PM
To: Stephen B. Le Fevre; Bradley D. Grant
Cct Donald H. Fletcher

Subject: Cottage Hill SDEIS Review
Importance; High

Steve & Brad,

Upon request, | have reviewed Chapter 3, Section 3 1 of the Cottage Hill SDEIS document(s) with particular
focus on responses pertaining to issues associated with the former Renssealer landfili that exists on the
subject parcel My findings are as follows:

Mapping of Former Rensselaer Landfill - Section 3 1.2 (page 19) provides a brief narrative that outlines
the former Rensselaer Landfill on the site, however there is no description of the actual location of the tandfil
in this section of the SDEIS There is also no cross reference to any figures or maps of the existing fandfil
provided in this section Slope maps provided in Figures 3 1-2; 3 1-3 and 3 1-4 do show a boundary line
believed to be the limits of the former landfill, but this boundary line is not labeled as such Additionally. map
*8P 1 — Existing Conditions Plan” provided in the SDEIS deoes show the boundary of the closed landfill
However according to notes on this map, this boundary was determined/delineated by the applicant's
engineer and is not verified or supported by any NYS DEC documentation or other documentation

Recommend that the applicant provide more substantial documentation and/or mapping verifying the exact
location of the former landfill boundary

Description of Former Rensselaer landfill — Section 3.1 2 (page 19) provides a brief narrative that outlines
the existence of the former Rensselaer Landfili on the site However this section does not provide any
description of the landfill itself, it's use history or past remediation acfivities associated with the existing
landfill. No landfill closure report was included in the SDEIS

Recommend that the applicant provide a more detailed description of the former {and fill, its contents,
operations, and eventual closure activilies

Landfili Remediation Plan — Section 3 1 2 (page 19) notes that guidelines for development on and near the
landfili site will be developed by the applicant in conjunction with NYS DEC and in accordance with a "Landfill
Remediation Plan Report” as per requirements from NYS3 DEC according to informatlion provided by the
applicant, this landfill remediation report is supposed to provide details on how the applicant intends to
remediate surface leachate seepage, and expiosive gas migration from the landfill to adjacent locales
However no "Landfill Remediation Pian Report” was prepared by the applicant or included in the SDEIS

Recommend that the “Landfili Remediation Plan Report” be made a part of the SDEIS as an appendix and
that issues noted in that pian to address leachate seepage and explosive gas migration be included and fully

https://mail.google.com/mail/?tf=1&ui=2&ik=154cae2936&view=pi&search=inbox&th=1... 7/16/2010
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described in the text of the SDEIS in Section 3 1 2 In addition. all correspondence to/from the applicant and
NYS DEC regarding the landfill. the "Landfill Remediation Plan . and the landfili cover/cap should be included
in the SDELS as an appendix A copy of the NYS DEC s 1986 study pertaining to ongoing monitoring of the
landfill as noted on page 21 of the SDEIS should be included in the SDEIS as an appendix

Based on my review of this section of the SDEIS, it wouid be my recommendation that the above noted
information be provided by he applicant in the SDEIS for further review prior to deeming the SDEIS
document complete

Regards, Chuck

Chuck Voss, AICP

Senior Land Use Planner

Barton & Loguidice, P.C.

Engineers. Environmentat Scientists. Planners. Landscape Architects

2 Corporate Plaza + 264 Washington Avenue Extension « Albany, NY 12203 « Phone: (318) 2 18-1801

www bartonandloguidice com

b—"i, Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/?tf=1 &ui=2&ik=154cae2936& view=pt&search=inbox&th=1... 7/16/2010



OFFICE OF

AR FIRE DEPARTMENT

PHILii;.—. FOUST x - . . . ’ PHILIP SMITH
‘._:”]',”. Cl 1\1[ IALL, ()2_WASH§N(.JON STRIET ASSISTANT IR CIILT
RENSSTLAER, NEW YORK 12144
(518) 465-3254

.. Fax: (H18) 445-262]
Christine VanVorst i (18) 445-20
Rensselaer Planning Commission
62 Washington St.
Rensselaer, NY 12144 August 5, 2010

Chris, in reference to our conversation concerning the Cottage Hill Project, I have
a few concerns on the impact of the Rensselaer Fire Department.

1) The amount of the units in the project and the numbered of Residents would
increase our call volume for both Fire and EMS.

2) The close proximity and limited access to some of the buildings and the Light
Weight Construction, concerns the Fire Department strategies for suppression
and the safety of the residents and firefighters.

3) Are the units going to have sprinklers and will the water supply be sufficient.

4) Will all units have carbon dioxide detectors which are required under the new
laws.

5) We need to know what type of heating units will have’ﬁre stops to the roof to
reduce fire spread.

6) In looking over the site plan I was unable to clearly deline hydrant locations
and size of the water mains.

With these concerns about the project, I believe the Rensselaer Fire Department
will be greatly taxed due to this project. If the project is given the approval by the
Planning Commission [ would ask that the Project Developers make added
Equipment and Resources available to our Department to adequately fight fires.

Sincerely,

Philip B. $Mmi
Asst Chief, Administration and Training
Rensselaer Fire Department

2 St. Francis Place
Rensselaer NY 12144
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Tel: (518) 462-7451 201 BROADWAY JAMES R FRANKEOSKI
Fax: (518) 434-0539 RENSSELAER. NEW YORK (2144 Depun € hief
TO: RENSSELAER PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: FREDERICK M. FUSCO, CHIEF OF POLICE
DATE: AUGUST 9, 2010
RE: COTTAGE HILL DEVELOPMENT

FHIS MEMO IS IN RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED 173 UNIT APARTMENT COMPLEX
PLANNED FOR A 27 ACRE SIGHT LOCATED AT 96 PARTITION STREET HERE IN
THE CITY. A PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF THIS TYPE WOULD REQUIRE THE
ASSISTANCE OF THE RENSSELAER POLICE DEPARTMENT.

WE ARE A PROACTIVE ENFORCEMENT AGENCY WHO PRIDES ITSELF IN GIVING
I'HE HIGHEST LEVEL OF SERVICE TO ALL ENTITIES IN OUR COMMUNITY. THE
CITY HAS COME TO APPRECIATE AND EXPECT THIS LEVEL OF COMMITMENT
FROM ITS POLICE DEPARTMENT. IN ORDER TO CONTINUE THIS TYPE OF
SERVICE, IT IS MY OPINION THAT A FACILITY OF THIS NATURE WOULD IN FACT
CREATE THE NEED TO INCREASE OUR STAFFING LEVELS.

THANK YOU FOR ALLOWING MY INPUT ON BEHALF OF THE POLICE

DEPARTMENT AND PUBLIC SAFETY, SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS
PLEASE FEEL FREE TO CONTACT ME.

| /M /A./ ¢ ? /’LW“A/

FREDERICK M. FUSCO, CHIEF OF POLICE

CC: FILE

FMF:mc
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August 9 2010

Mr. Charles Moore, Acting Chair

City of Rensselaer Planning Commission
City of Rensselaer

62 Washington Street

Rensselaer, New York 12054

Re: Initial Review of Draft Final Environmental Impact Statement
Cottage Hill Landings Residential Development

File: 1057.002
Dear Mr. Moore:

We have completed our initial review of the Draft Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
dated July 29, 2010 prepared by The Chazen Companies (TCC) for the proposed Cottage Hill
Landings Residential Development. In accordance with the requirements of 6 NYCRR Part
617.9(b)(8), a FEIS must consist of:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS);

Any necessary corrections or revisions to the DEIS (ie. a Supplemental DEIS);

Copies or a summary of all substantive comments received, indicating their source; and
The lead agency’s responses to substantive comments.

s 0 © B

Although TCC prepared the aforementioned Draft FEIS on behalf of the project sponsor (Forum
Industries, Inc.), the City of Rensselaer Planning Commission, as SEQR lead agency for this
proposed ploject is ultimately responsible for the adequacy and accuracy of the Final EIS. In
particular, it is the lead agency’s responsibility to review all responses plepaled by TCC to
ensure that the analyses and conclusions accurately represent the lead agency’s assessment of the
proposed project. To that end, Barton & Loguidice, P.C. (B&L) has reviewed TCC’s response to
the initial set of comments that were received following the City Planning Commissions’
acceptance of the DEIS on October 14, 2008, as well as TCC’s response to the second set of
comments that were received following the City Planning Commission’s acceptance of the
Supplemental DEIS on April 12, 2010, Please note that the initial set of comments regarding
the DEIS, including TCC’s subsequent responses to those comments, are presented in Appendix
H of the Supplemental DEIS. The comments pertaining to the review of the Supplemental DEIS,
and TCC’s response to those comments, are presented in the Draft FEIS dated July 29, 2010.

Based on our review of the responses provided by TCC for all of the received comments, it is our
opinion that certain responses submitted by TCC for specific topic areas were found by B&L to
be 1) inconsistent when we compared Appendix H of the Supplemental DEIS to the Draft FEIS;
or 2) the responses provided by TCC did not accurately reflect the opinions of the City Planning
Commission with regards to the proposed project.

q
isten
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Mr. Charles Moore, Acting Chair

City of Rensselaer Planning Commission
August 9, 2010

Page 2

Specifically, and as elaborated upon further below, the topic areas whose responses provided by
TCC are currently unacceptable and therefore must be revised are as follows:

1) Capture, Treatment, and Disposal of Landfill Leachate Seepage

2) Monitoring and Remediation of Potentially Explosive Landfil]l Gas

3) Non-Permitted use of Apartment Rental Units at Project Site per City Zoning Law
4} Fiscal Impact Analysis

Capture. Treatment. and Disposal of Landfill Leachate Seepage

There is conflicting information provided by TCC in Appendix H of the Supplemental DEIS and
the Draft FEIS with regards to the manner by which the landfill leachate will be collected and
disposed of. For instance, TCC’s response to Comment 3.2-15 (refer to Appendix H) indicates
that a seepage leachate collection pit will be constructed to capture the leachate, and that the
leachate will be conveyed to the sanitary sewer system. However, TCC’s response to Comment
3.1-7, as presented on pages 7 and 8 of the Draft FEIS, states that the applicant is pursuing two
options for the collection and disposal of the landfill leachate — disposal to the sanitary sewer
system or discharge to surface waters in accordance with the provisions of a NYSDEC-approved
SPDES permit. However, it is our understanding that the Rensselaer County Sewer District
(RCSD) will not allow the leachate to be discharged into the sanitary sewer system. As such, it
appears that the only viable option for leachate disposal is for the applicant to apply for a SPDES
permit from the NYSDEC.

Given the above, it is our recommendation that a uniform response be provided to each and
every comment (i.e. both sets of comments) that pertains to the capture, treatment, and disposal
of landfill leachate. Furthermore, the response should specifically reference the section and page
number of the DEIS and/or Supplemental DEIS that provides additional information on this
topic.

Monitoring and Remediation of Potentially Explosive Land{i}l Gas

Similar to the above, the responses provided by TCC with regards to the proposed installation of
an active sub-slab depressurization system in each building and the need for an extended gas
monitoring plan are inconsistent. Specifically, in their response to Comment 2-2 in Appendix H
of the Supplemental DEIS, TCC states that “the project sponsor is contemplating the use of
active sub-slab depressurization systems to address potential soil gas migration.” In this same
response, TCC further states that the use of active sub-slab depressurization systems “may
mitigate the need for extended gas monitoring.” However, in response to Comment 3.1-18
contained in Appendix H, TCC states that “an active sub-slab depressurization system is
proposed for each building as a conservation precaution.”

Given the above, it is our recommendation that a uniform response be provided to each and

every comment (i.e. both sets of comments) that pertains to the monitoring and remediation of
potentially explosive landfill gas. Furthermore, the response should specifically reference the

SAPROJECTSV 000V 057 002 Contage Hill Landings\Cottage 1ill FEIS\Review 080919 doc
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City of Rensselaer Planning Commission
August 9, 2010

Page 3

section and page No of the DEIS and/or Supplemental DEIS that provides additional information
on this topic.

Non-Permitted Use of Apartment Units at Project Site per City Zoning Law

The proposed FEIS states (at page ), in response to a public comment questioning the shift in
the project from owner-occupied to rental units, that the “existing zoning is R-3 which allows for
multi-family dwellings.” As the original DEIS noted, however, the rezoning of the property in
2005 included a maximum allowable density of 180 owner-occupied units (DEIS, page 2-2,
emphasis added). In addition, at the July 19, 2010, meeting of the Planning Commission, a
communication from the Mayor and Common Council was read into the record indicating that
the Council continues to view the limitation of owner-occupied units as an integral part of its
2005 rezoning of the subject property. The FEIS should be revised to discuss how the project
satisfies this requirement.

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Several comments that appear in Appendix H of the Supplemental DEIS and the Draft FEIS have
to do with the accuracy of the projection made by Camoin Associates that the revised
development plan will result in 73 new school age children. Camoin Associates estimates that of
the 73 new students, four (4) of these new students will attend private school. Therefore, as a
result of this project, 69 new school age children will be attending City of Rensselaer schools.
Taking into account the new school district costs, estimated school property taxes, and new state
school aid associated with the influx of 69 new students into the City of Rensselaer School
District, Camoin Associates estimates the positive net fiscal impact to the School District’s
finances is $13,922.

Although Camoin Associates assumed in their fiscal impact analysis that six percent (6%) of the
new students will attend private schools, there is no mention made in their analysis as to the
percentage or number of the 73 new students that may be classified as “special education”™
students, and will therefore require the expenditure of additional school district funds for their
education. As such, the per student variable cost of $13,776 per student should be revised to
account for the likelihood that a certain number of the 73 new students will be special education
students and therefore require a higher than normal expenditure of school district funds.

In addition to the above, several of the comments that appear in Appendix H of the Supplemental
DEIS and the Draft FEIS point out that the methodology used by Camoin Associates in
estimating the number of new school age children does not take into account the likelihood that a
certain number of students that relocate to the apartment complex will already be attending City
of Rensselaer schools. This very realistic scenario obviously has an impact on Camoin’s
calculation of the positive net fiscal impact to the School District finances. However, as noted in
Response 3.9.2-2 of the Draft FEIS, TCC states that

SAPROIECTS\1000UG57 002 Contege Hill Landings\Conage Mili FEIS\Review_880918 doe
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“Again this is the accepted practice and provides a “worst case’ impact on the
school district. The typical concern is an understatement of the potential impact.
A lesser impact will be correspondingly positive with respect to fiscal
conditions.”

There is no apparent backup information provided by Camoin Associates or TCC to support the
above statement that a lower number of new school age children will, in fact, have a greater net
fiscal impact to the school district. Therefore, it is our opinion that all of the responses provided
by TCC with regards to the two (2) above noted issues need to be revised such that several
different scenarios consisting of a varying (i.e. lesser) number of new school age children and/or
a specified number of special education students are presented (along with the supporting
calculations) to provide a basis for this statement.

Preparation and Issuance of a Revised FEIS

As discussed herein, it is our opinion that certain responses contained in Appendix H of the
Supplemental DEIS and the Draft FEIS need to be revised in order to address the above noted
concerns. Should the Planning Commission concur, we recommend that the revised Appendix H
of the Supplemental DEIS be incorporated into the revised FEIS as a new appendix. By doing
so, the final version of the FEIS will be more readily accessible to involved agencies, interested
parties, and the public.

Should you have any questions regarding the above, or wish to discuss this matter in greater
detail, please feel free to contact me at (518) 218-1801.

Very truly yours,

BARTON & LOGUIDICE, P.C.
/'/ # f() f AU

Stephen B. Le Fevre, P.G., C.P.G.
Managing Hydrogeologist
SBL/oif

ce: Donald Fletcher, B&L
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Cottage Hill Landings
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Appendix C:
Response to Comments on DEIS Dated October 14,
2008



APPENDIX C1: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON OCTOBER 14, 2008 DEIS

This section addresses comments received during the DEIS review period which was held from
October 14, 2008 to November 28, 2008. Where applicable, comments are summarized or
grouped into subject categories and summarized to allow a single response to address similar
comments or questions raised more than once.

Comments were received by the City of Rensselaer in written form and orally at the DEIS Public
Hearing held on November 10, 2008.

The response to comments on the October 14, 2008 DEIS were presented as Appendix H of the
Supplemental Draft EIS accepted April 12, 2010. Responses as presented here have been
maodified to address tense, current project status, and clarifications intended to assist the
reader.
Comments made during the public hearing are referenced by stating the individual’s name and
the page number of the transcript in parentheses at the end of the comment. For example, a
comment made by Mr. John Doe at the Public Hearing is referenced as “[John Doe, Public
Hearing Transcript Page XX]."
The following individuals commented on the DEIS at the Public Hearing:

o DANIEL DWYER, Mayor, City of Rensselaer

= WILLIAM SHELDON, Resident, Wilson Street, City of Rensselaer

= DEBBIE CATUNI, Resident, 9 Partition Street, City of Rensselaer

a  JOHN POOLE, Resident, 5th Street, City of Rensselaer

»  EDWARD LADUKE, Resident, 12 Partition Street, City of Rensselaer

s BILL LITHGOW, 3rd Ward Alderman, City of Rensselaer

=  DANIEL COTUGNO, Resident, City of Rensselaer

@ DAVID GARDNER, Resident, 6th Street, City of Rensselaer

s KIM CONGER, 4th Ward Alderperson, City of Rensselaer

= SARAH CRAWFORD, Resident, Cottage Hill Street, City of Rensselaer

=  GORDON REYNOLDS, Superintendent, Rensselaer City School District



8  ANN MALATUCK, Resident, City of Rensselaer Written Comments
Comments received in writing are referenced by a unique comment number {see list below). In
Appendix G.2, each comment letter is identified by a number in the upper right corner of the

front page. The following individuals commented in writing on the DEIS:

Comment Number

1. City of Rensselaer, written comments dated December 4, 2008.

2. Mr. Stephen B. LeFevre, Barton & Lloguidice, PC, written comment letter dated
December 4, 2008.

3. Ms. Charlotte M. Bethoney, NYS Department of Health, written comment letter dated
October 27, 2008.

4. Mr. Robert S. Cherry, NYS Department of Transportation, written comment letter dated
November 25, 2008.

5. Ms. Nancy M. Baker, NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, written comment
letter dated November 17, 2008.



Below are responses to comments raised by the public and involved and interested agencies
during their review of the DEIS. In general, the order and categories of topics follow the outline
of the DEIS.

General Comments

The following are general comments made by Stephen LeFevre, City of Rensselaer Engineering
Consultant, Barton & Loguidice, PC; letter dated December 4, 2008.

A number of comments focus on required revisions to the site plan drawings that will be
required to satisfy the City’s Site Plan Review Process; these revisions are not requisite to
address the SEQR review. Where this is the case the response: “This issue will be addressed
during site plan review” is provided.

COMMENT G-1
Section 9.5 is missing Appendix | and Volume Il Appendices.
Response G-1

A full copy of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Section 9.5), including
appendices, was provided as Appendix C of the SDEIS.

COMMENT G-2

Verify commitment for provision of natural gas/electric services. Their proposed utility routing
will have to consider avoidance of the landfill and its cap.

Response G-2

The City of Rensselaer is within National Grid’s service territory for natural gas and
electric utilities.! National Grid was contacted to identify any issues/concerns regarding
providing service to the project site; no issues were identified during these preliminary
conversations. Detailed plans for provision of gas and electric service will be evaluated
as the proiect progresses through site plan review,

1 According to the National Grid Website, accessed on October 18, 2009:
hitps://www.nationalgridus.com/niagaramohawk/construction/serviceterr map a.asprcounty=Rensselaer




The nearest natural gas line located along Cottage Hill Street is 2 low-pressure gas line
with 4 inch cast steel t:)ipen2 Electric connections available in the vicinity of the project
site will be evaluated during a site audit upon request for service.?

COMMENT G-3

Submit building elevations.
Response G-3
Typical building elevations for the proposed 3-story buildings are provided in Figures
3.8-1 through 3.8-3 of the SDEIS. Building elevations will be refined during the site plan
review process.

COMMENT G-4

Eventually, a photometric plan will be required.

Response G-4

Comment noted. A photometric plan will be provided during the site plan review
process as the design progresses.

COMMENT G-5
Driveways need to be profiled.
Response G-5

Road and driveway profiles will be provided during the site plan review process as the
design progresses.

COMMENT G-6

All pipe crossings need to be identified on the profile sheets {i.e. locations and inverts), as some
appear to be in conflict with each other.

Response G-6

Pipe crossing information will be provided during the site plan review process as the
design progresses.

2 According to conversation with Greg Curvey of National Grid, Cctober 20, 2009
3 According to conversation with Ellie O’'Connel of National Grid, October 23, 2009.



COMMENT G-7

Water, storm, and sanitary vertical and horizontal separation appear to be less than required by
10-States Standards.

Response G-7
The water and sewer layout on the revised plan meets the required horizontal
separation distances. invert information will be provided during the site plan review
process the design progresses. Vertical separation requirements will be met.
COMMENT G-8
Copy the City of Rensselaer and Barton & Loguidice, P.C. on ACOE correspondence.

Response G-8

Coordination with the ACOE has not been initiated. The City will be copied on all ACOE
correspondence during the site plan review and permitting process.

COMMENT G-9
Ensure that access to the gated driveways is available for emergency responders.
Response G-9
The revised plan eliminates the use of gated driveways.
COMMENT G-10
All streams and creeks are tributary to the Quackenderry Creek {below the flood protection
structure). Please use this to describe the "Unnamed Stream.” [City of Rensselaer, written
comments dated December 4, 2008.]

Response G-10

All references to the “unnamed stream” have been revised to identify the stream as the
Quackenderry Creek.



COMMIENT G-11

Stormwater — Can DEIS address how the project could mitigate current stormwater problems
that citizens were so vocal about at the public hearing?

Response G-11

The revised development plan will create 4.3 acres of impervious area on the project
site, which is 4.2 acres less than the original development plan proposed. As described
in the Master SWPPP (included as Appendix C), the proposed stormwater management
wet pond and dry swale will reduce peak runcff to rates below existing conditions.
Existing rates are reduced by the proposed wet pond, which is oversized to provide
detention of runoff from the 1-year storm beyond the required 24 hours.

Additional details regarding design measures to address existing off-site stormwater
conditions are included in Response 3.3-20,



1.0 Executive summary
COMMENT 1-1

Page 1-3 —Soils and Geology Impacts: Are standard BMPs inadequate considering the large
extent of steep slopes? Thorough inspection to ensure measures don’t fail should be
mentioned in more detail in appendices. [City of Rensselaer, written comments dated
December 4, 2008.]

Response 1-1
Erosion control blankets are identified on the revised site development plan in steep

slope areas. When used in conjunction with temporary or permanent seed, erosion
control blankets provide suitable protection against erosion of steep slopes.

COMMENT 1-2

Page 1-4 — Utility Impacts: The septic sewer discussion does not address CSO compliance and
contribution to volumes. [City of Rensselaer, written comments dated December 4, 2008.]

Response 1-2
According to the City of Rensselaer Map of Existing Sewerage System, and discussions
with DPW staff, sewage from the project will not be conveyed to a CS0 regulator.

Therefore, the compliance with €SO is not at issue. Refer to the report entitled
"Engineer's Report for Wastewater Management" for more information.

COMMENT 1-3

Section 1-4: It is stated that “no impacts to police or fire are anticipated”, yet several impacts to
the Rensselaer Fire Department have been noted by the chief. [City of Rensselaer, written
comments dated December 4, 2008.]

Response 1-3

The following table contains the Fire Chief's concerns as identified in the letter dated
September 2, 2008. A copy of the letter is provided in Appendix 9.2 of the DEIS.



Table 8: Fire Department Concerns and Project Mitigation

0 Comment

Mitigation

in planning this project, consider the access to all
buildings with fire apparatus, including excess
snowfall

The site layout enables fire trucks to park within
100 feet of each building and fire hoses to access
360 degrees around each building,

in the winter, snow plowed from internal
roadways and parking areas will be piled in
designated locations away from the residential
buildings as not to block emergency access routes,

It's imperative that proper water supply source(s)
be installed. Such as hydrants, sprinkler systems,
and stand pipes as needed.

Fire hydrants are included in the site design in
close proximity to each building. Sprinkler systems
and stand pipes will be designed for all buildings in
accordance with National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) standards.

One of the issues we face in the fire service is
elevators not large enough for emergency use. We
ask that you take in consideration elevators that
will fit EMS stretchers. Stretchers are 78 inches in
length and 24 inches wide.

According to the revised plan, no elevators are
proposed at this time as the tallest struture Is four
{4} stories tall. If an elevator is incorporated into
the site plan it is anticipated that it will be large
enough to accommaodate a stretcher.

COMMENT 1-4

Sect.1-6: Please address the reason for the change from the Jjuly 26, 2006 layout to the current
layout. [City of Rensselaer, written comments dated December 4, 2008.]

Response 1-4

The project has been in development for several years and has evolved in response to
dialogue with the various City agencies. As noted in the project introduction, the
revised plan incorporates design changes to further mitigate the environmental impacts
in response to public comments. Further, the change from sale of
townhomes/condominiums to a rental based project is in response to change in housing

demands.

COMMENT 1-5

Page 1-5 — Alternatives Considered: A lower density option should be considered. [City of
Rensselaer, written comments dated December 4, 2008.]




Response 1-5

Examination of a lower density option was not included in the Final Scoping Document
adopted by the Planning Board. The revised site development plans were provided as
Appendix A of the SDEIS and reflects the Town’s comments/concerns identified during
the project work session conducted on December 1, 2008. As a result, the eight-story
building has been removed, the buildings originally proposed along Partition Street were
relocated to the southern portion of the property, and the total number of units has
been reduced from 180 to 173.

COMMENT 1-6

Page 1-4: Police/Fire/Safety - Regarding costs/revenues, this section indicates that the project
will generate net revenues of $39,100 to the City annually. Does the method of estimating
costs to the City on 3.9-6 applicable, or does it overstate annual costs to the City and
understate annual revenue after costs? [City of Rensselaer, written comments dated December
4, 2008.]

Response 1-6

The analysis inciuded in the DEIS followed generally accepted methods to evaluate fiscal
impacts. The revisions to the project necessitated an update to the fiscal impacts and a
Fiscal Impact Study was commissioned. The results of the analysis are presented in
Section 3.9 of the SDEIS and the completed study is included as Appendix G of the SDEIS.

COMMENT 1-7

Page 1-4 — Utilities: Can it be verified that no improvements are needed to existing sewers?
They are currently backing up on Washington Ave, which has anecdotally been attributed to
added development. [City of Rensselaer, written comments dated December 4, 2008.]

Response 1-7

The Engineer’s Report for Wastewater Management provided in Appendix E details the
project’s wastewater generation characteristics and examines any necessary
infrastructure improvements. The existing wastewater system has four primary
components that will convey water from the project site; a 12 inch sewer line, a 15 inch
sewer line, the Forbes Avenue Pump Station, and the Rensselaer County Wastewater
Treatment Plan (WWTP). The 12 inch sewer has existing capacity of 511.7 gpm and the
existing 15 inch sewer line has a reserve capacity of 578.5 gpm. The existing Forbes
Road Pump Station has a reserve capacity to pump 8 million gallons per day (MGD) and
the Rensselaer County WWTP has reserve capacity to accept 8 to 10 MGD. Therefore,



the existing sewer system has the capacity to convey the additional sewage estimated
to be generated by the development.

Table 9 below provides a comparison of the wastewater generation rates between the
original project and the revised project.

Table 9: Anticipated Wastewater Loading

Wastewater Generation Original Project Revised Project
Esitmated Average Daily Flow 44,400 gpd 49,456gpd
Maximum Daily Flow £6,880 gpd 98,912 gpd
Peak Hourly Flow 1233 gpm 125 gpm

The revised project has a negligible increase in wastewater generation rates.
COMMENT 1-8

Page 1-4 - Visual Resources: Explain further how the eight-story building is "compatible with the
surrounding city-scape”. {City of Rensselaer, written comments dated December 4, 2008.}

Response 1-8

The Visual Analysis provided in the DEIS for the original project included four viewpoint
receptors. The most visually prominent feature on the site for each receptor was the
eight-story structure, which had a roof elevation of 218.5 feet, approximately 70 feet
above the originally proposed grade of 146 feet. The tallest structure on the revised site
development plan is four stories tall and approximately 50 feet in height.* This four-
story structure is located in approximately the same part of the site as the eight-story
structure on the original site plan. However, according to the revised grading plan, this
portion of the site will be graded to 132 feet. Therefore, the roof of the tallest structure
on the revised site development plan has a proposed elevation of 183 feet, which is 35.5
feet below the maximum roof elevation of the eight-story building proposed under the
original project.

The second most visually prominent aspect of the original project was the condominium
units located adjacent to Partition Street. The revised project does not entail any
development proposed along Partition Street, thus completely mitigating this impact.

A Assuming on average 10 feet per story with an added 10 feet from the top story to the roof



Anticipated visual impacts from each of the viewpoints under the revised project are as
follows:

Viewpoint 1 - Proposed view from the Broadway Viaduct Bridge: The four story buildings
will be visible from this viewpoint, approximately the same height as the existing trees
along the ridgeline. These four-story buildings will have a similar visual impact as the 2-3
story buildings in the foreground.

Viewpoint 2 — Proposed View from Dunn Memorial Bridge: From this viewpoint, the four
story buildings will be visible, however existing vegetation will shield the structures from
full view. Other existing three and four story buildings, similar in height and size to the
proposed buildings, are currently scattered along the hillside throughout this view. As
such, the proposed development will not create a significant visual impact from this
viewpoint.

Viewpoint 3 — Proposed View from Partition and Third Streets: The proposed buildings
will be well-below the tree line and it is anticipated that the structures will be
moderately visible through the existing vegetation during leaf-off conditions. Existing
views looking up Partition Street from this intersection will not be impacted as the only
development proposed is located in the southern portion of the project site and not
along Partition Street.

Viewpoint 4 — Proposed View from Lawrence and Wendell Streets: From this location,
the proposed buildings will appear below the tree fine in the background, and mostly
screed by existing vegetation in the foreground. Therefore, the buildings will only be
moderately visible from this viewpoint during leaf-off conditions and it is anticipated
that the buildings will be almost completely screene